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ABSTRACT 
Employer Evaluations of Renabilitation Counseling Graduates' 
Performance Compared with Evaluations of Graduates' 
Preparation By Four Other Groups 
(Hay, 1935) 
Frances Pehleman Casey 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Patricia Gillespie-Silver 
Differences between the ratings of Renabi1itation Counselor 
Education (RCE) graduates' preparation or performance by five groups 
of respondents to tne Council on Rehabilitation Education (CORE) 
questionnaires in the 1982-1983 and 1978-1980 accreditation evaluation 
periods were identified and analyzed. Aggregate data on the 12 
applicant programs in the 1932-1983 period and the 38 applicant 
programs in the combined 1978-1979 and 1979-1980 cycles were examined 
by comparing the employer ratings of graduates' performance of 110 
tasks in eight functional areas with the ratings of graduates' 
preparation by graduates, students, agency clinical supervisors, and 
faculty. In addition, similarities among and differences between the 
findings for each period were identified. 
Results of the study suggest that employers generally rate 
graduates' performance higher than the other four groups rate the RCE 
vi 
program's preparation of graduates and that the faculty ratings are 
most similar to the employer ratings. Variations in the number and 
magnitude of the differences by group and by area and task were 
interpreted. 
Recommendations made for revisions of the CORE accreditation 
process and extension of the inquiry include the following: provision 
by CORE of the aggregate proportions of "more than adequate" ratings 
in an evaluation period to the coordinators of RCE program applicants 
included in the data and analysis of CORE questionnaire data to 
determine similarities and differences in ratings and "nonratings" 
("don't know's" and nonresponses) by respondents in the private and 
public sectors of rehabilitation. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
This introductory chapter provides a rationale for the study. 
After identification of the problem, there is a statement of purpose 
with hypotheses, terms are defined, the study is delimited, and the 
significance of the research is established. 
Identification of the Problem 
Rehabilitation counseling is a relatively young profession. The 
role of the rehabilitation counselor is generally acknowledged to have 
originated with the civilian Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1920. 
Practitioners provide "disabled and/or disadvantaged persons 
assistance to achieve their maximum vocational, social and personal 
functioning through the use of professionally recognized interactions 
and skills, and other appropriate services" (Council on Rehabilitation 
Education [CORE], 1978, p. 2). 
The Vocational Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1954 provided 
grants to colleges and rehabilitation agencies to support the 
preparation and/or inservice training of the rehabilitation 
professionals needed to serve an expanding clientele. A variety of 
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counselor education programs were developed with similar, but 
nonstandardized, core curricula and specialized course offerings. 
Rehabilitation Counselor Education (RCE), the master's level 
preparation of rehabilitation counselors, continued for more than 20 
years of federal support without a systematic method of evaluating 
program effectiveness or appropriateness of training (CORE, 1983a, p. 
1). 
In the early 1970s rehabilitation practitioners and educators 
formed the Council on Rehabilitation Education (CORE, 1978, p. 6). 
Standards of training for RCE programs were developed and the CORE 
accredi tation process was established. Evaluations of an applicant 
program are collected by CORE from RCE faculty, students, agency 
practicum supervisors, graduates, and employers of graduates (CORE, 
1978 , p. 6). The accrediting body provides the faculty coordinator 
with an analysis of the data obtained from the five groups of survey 
respondents. This process component of providing feedback concerning 
a program's relative strengths and weaknesses is intended to promote 
self-improvement in RCE programs (CORE, 1983, p. 2). 
The ultimate goal of rehabilitation education is to assure that 
"handicapped persons receive the high quality services to which they 
are entitled" (CORE, 1978, p. 7). A concomitant purpose of RCE is to 
prepare graduates with the skills, knowledge, and attitudes to meet 
the manpower needs of public and private rehabilitation agencies 
(CORE, 1978, p. 6). Approximately 70 RCE programs produced 
approximately 500 graduates annually in the early 1970s (CORE, 1978, 
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p. 6) and a decade later there were nearly 1,000 graduates each year 
from 74 RCE programs (Kuehn, 1984, p. 3). There are now more that 
30,000 rehabilitation counselors employed in public and private 
agencies (Kuehn, 1984, p. 3). An increasing proportion of 
rehabilitation counselors ^ particularly recent RCE graduates ~ are 
being employed by the private sector (Crisler & Eaton, 1975; Kuehn, 
1984; Matkin, 1980, 1981; Scofield & Andrews, 1981). 
One indicator of program effectiveness is the performance of 
graduates, and employers are one source of information on the 
competency of graduates. This investigator was informed by William 
MacLeod, Vice-President of the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation, 
that the required use employer ratings of graduates' performance in 
the CORE evaluation process is unique among the standards of 
recognized accrediting bodies (personal communication, March 10, 
1984). Little information, however, is available on the results, 
value, and implications of employer ratings of graduates' performance 
in the evaluation of preparation programs. Two studies have compared 
ratings of RCE graduates' performance with ratings of graduates' 
preparation by other groups: 
1. A 1977 study by Berven, Wright, and Reagles examined data 
collected by preliminary versions of the CORE accreditation 
questionnaires. The employer ratings of the performance of 357 
employees in rehabilitation counseling or related positions were 
compared with the employee ratings of their graduate training adequacy 
(p. 177). The employees were 1969, 1970, and 1971 graduates of 46 RCE 
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programs (p. 179). The employers were asked to rate graduates' 
performance of 26 professional functions, knowledge and use of 
information in 19 content areas, possession of eight personal 
characteristies, and general professional competence (p. 177). Five 
rating categories ranged from "Slowest 20 percent" to "5-highest 20 
percent (p. 177). Analysis of the data grouped employer responses to 
the competency items into five subscales and the graduate responses 
into 10 subscales including the competencies and additional factors 
such as the opportunity for practica (p. 179). Of the 50 Spearman 
correlations coefficients between employer and graduate subscale 
scores, five were significant at the .01 probability level and an 
additional one at the .05 probability level (p. 179). Based on an 
analysis of the specific differences; Berven, Wright, and Reagles 
concluded that the correlations between graduate and employer ratings 
suggested "little or no relationship between the two sources of 
information on RCE program quality,... the significant correlations may 
be interpreted as spurious, and that the graduate and employer ratings 
may be essentially independent of one another" (p. 180). 
2. A 1982 study by Stano examined the data collected by CORE on 
the 1979 and 1980 accreditation applicants (p. 15). The ratings of 
their preparation by 1053 RCE students were compared with ratings of 
student or graduate preparation by 218 faculty, 422 agency clinical 
experience supervisors, 612 graduates, and 404 employers of graduates 
(Stano, 1977, Appendix C). Tests of significant difference of 
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proportions were performed to compare ratings of 110 rehabilitation 
counseling tasks in eight clusters. Included among the results were 
data on the relationship of student ratings to employer ratings: (a) 
The respondent groups significantly differed on 58 of the 110 task 
items (p. 32), and in 52 of the 58 significant differences there was a 
higher proportion of "strong" responses by the employers than by the 
students (pp. 32^34); and (b) the groups significantly differed on 
four of the eight cluster items, and in all instances the proportion 
of "strong" responses by the employers was higher than by the students 
(p. 37). While employers generally rate employee performance higher 
than students rate their performance, the employers are rating the 
graduates of two-year RCE programs and the student respondent group 
may include students in their first courses or semesters. 
Mo study in the literature has directly compared employer 
ratings of RCE graduates' performance with the ratings of graduates' 
preparation by each of the four other groups of CORE accreditation 
evaluation respondents. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study is to investigate the differences 
between the evaluations of RCE graduates' performance by employers and 
the evaluations of graduates' preparation by recent program graduates, 
students in the program, agency clinical experience supervisors, and 
RCE faculty. Comparisons will identify significant differences 
between the ratings by employers and the ratings by each of the other 
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respondent groups in each of two CORE accreditation evaluation 
periods, examine the variability of area and task ratings within 
groups, and analyze the similarities among and differences between the 
findings for each of the two periods. Four hypotheses will be tested. 
Hypothesis One 
For each of the eight functional areas into which the tasks of 
the Rehabilitation Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation 
Individual Questionnaires are grouped, the proportion of "more than 
adequate" ratings (combined "more than adequate" and "very adequate" 
ratings) by employers of how well graduates perform will differ from 
the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings (combined "more than 
adequate" and "very adequate" ratings) by 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1982-1983 Council on 
Rehabilitation Education accreditation evaluation prepare 
graduates to perform. 
Hypothesis Two 
For each of the 110 performance tasks of the Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual 
Questionnaires, the proportion of "strong" ratings by employers of how 
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well graduates .perform will differ from the proportion of "strong" 
ratings by 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1982-1983 
Council on Rehabilitation Education accreditation evaluation 
prepare graduates to perform. 
Hypothesis Three 
For each of the eight functional areas into which the tasks of 
the Rehabilitation Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation 
Individual Questionnaires are grouped, the proportion of "more than 
adequate" ratings (combined "more than adequate" and "very adequate" 
ratings) by employers of how well graduates perform will differ from 
the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings (combined "more than 
adequate" and "very adequate" ratings) by 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1978-1979 and 1979- 
1980 Council on Rehabilitation Education accreditation 
evaluation prepare graduates to perform. 
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• Hypothesis Four 
For each of the 110 performance tasks of the Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual Questionnaire, 
the proportion of "strong" ratings by employers of how well graduates 
perform will differ from the proportion of "strong" ratings by 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1978-1979 and 
1979-1980 Council on Rehabilitation Education accreditation 
evaluation prepare graduates to perform. 
Definition of Terms 
The definitions of terms provided in this section are those used 
in or adapted from the Council on Rehabilitation Education 
Accreditation Manual (1978), the Rehabilitation Counselor Education 
Accreditation Evaluation Individual Questionnaires (1979), and/or the 
Council on Rehabilitation Education Accreditation process. 
Academic year. The annual schedule of a college or university which 
customarily consists of two semesters or three quarters running 
approximately from September of one calendar year to May of the 
subsequent calendar year. 
Accreditation. The process whereby an organization recognizes a 
program of study as having met predetermined qualifications or 
standards. 
Agency clinical experience supervisor. An agency employee who 
supervises the internship of a student in a Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education program. 
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Applicant. 
acc 
:* A Rehabilitation Counselor Education program seekinq 
reditation by the Council on Rehabilitation Education. 
Coordinator. The Rehabilitation Counselor Education program faculty 
member who is the program coordinator. 
Council on Rehabi 1 i tati on Educati on (CORE). A not-for-profit 
organization recognized by the Council on Postsecondary 
Accreditation as the accrediting body for Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education programs. 
Council on Rehabilitation Education evaluation cycle. The annual CORE 
evaluation period which adheres to an academic year schedule. 
Current student. In all Council on Rehabilitation Education 
evaluation cycles through 1981-1982, any student currently 
enrolled in a Rehabilitation Counselor Education program; and in 
the 1982-^1983 cycle, a currently enrolled student who has 
completed half of the degree coursework. 
Eligibi 1 ity. The ability of a program to meet the criteria for 
consideration by the Council on Rehabilitation Education. 
Employer. The employer of a recent graduate of a Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education program. 
Evaluation cycle. The Council on Rehabilitation Education evaluation 
cycle. 
Faculty. The teaching faculty of a Rehabilitation Counselor Education 
program. Also see faculty member and coordinator. 
Facul ty member. Faculty member of a Rehabilitation Counselor 
Education program who teaches full-time or part-time. 
Functional area. One of eight rehabilitation counseling competency 
categories identified in the standards for Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education programs and under which specific 
performance tasks are grouped. 
Functional area ratings. The eight areas of graduate preparation 
and performance are assessed using the following scale: 
"1--Very inadequate," "2--Less than adequate," "3—Adequate," 
"4--More than adequate," "5--Very adequate," and "DK-^don't 
know" when not enough information is available to reach a 
judgment. 
Graduate. See recent graduate. 
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"Less than adequate" area ratings. Where indicated, the combined "very 
inadequate" and "less than adequate" area ratings. 
"More than adequate" area ratings. Where indicated, the combined 
more than adequate and very adequate" area ratings. 
Nonratings". "Don't know" responses and nonresponses to items by 
survey respondents. 
Performance tasks. One of 110 entry level rehabilitation counseling 
tasks that a master's degree rehabilitation counselor should be 
able to perform satisfactorily. 
Performance task ratings. The 110 tasks of graduate preparation are 
assessed as follows: "weak" when performance is "particularly 
weak," "strong" when performance is "particularly strong," no 
response when performance is neither "particularly weak" nor 
"particularly strong," and "DK-don't know" when not enough 
information is available to reach a judgment. 
Recent graduate. A student who graduated from a Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education program in the two years immediately 
preceding an accreditation evaluation. Exception: In order to 
meet the process minimum of 30 recent graduates from an 
individual program, it is sometimes necessary to include 
students who graduated in the third preceding year. 
Recognition. The formal acknowledgment that a program has been judged 
as being in compliance with applicable standards or conditions. 
The Council on Rehabilitation Education grants three types of 
recognition: Candidate for Accreditation, Preliminary 
Accreditation, and Accreditation. 
Rehabilitation Counseling. The process of providing disabled and/or 
disadvantaged persons assistance to achieve their maximum 
vocational, social, and personal functioning through the use of 
professionally recognized interactional skills and other 
appropriate services. 
Rehabilitation Counselor Education (RCE). The master's degree level 
preparation of rehabilitation counselors. 
Rehabilitation Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual 
Questionnaire for Employers of Graduates (Appendix A). A survey 
instrument used by the Counci 1 on Rehabilitation Education to 
obtain ratings of graduates' performance. There are 110 
performance tasks grouped into the following functional areas: 
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Areal Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social 
Vocational Evaluations for Individual clients (12 
performance tasks) 
Area 2 Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management for 
Individual Clients (19 performance tasks) 
Area 3 Career and Vocational Counseling for Individual Clients 
(10 performance tasks) 
Area 4 Personal and Social Counseling for Individual Clients 
(21 performance tasks) 
Area 5 Job Development and Placement for Individual Clients (12 
performance tasks) 
Area 5 Community Resources Utilization (19 performance tasks) 
Area 7 Recording and Reporting for Individual Clients (five 
performance tasks) 
Area 8 Professional Participation and Development (12 
performance tasks) 
A respondent is asked to rate each task and each area overall. 
Rehabilitation Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual 
Questionnaire for Faculty, Students, Agency Clinical Experience 
Supervisors, and Graduates (Appendix B). A survey instrument 
used by the Council on Rehabilitation Counselor Education to 
obtain ratings of a Rehabilitation Counselor Education program 
and its preparation of graduates. 
Part I of the questionnaire asks for ratings of 90 program 
characteristics or functions. These items, some of which have 
sub-items, are grouped into the following six sections: 
Section A 
Section B 
Section C 
Section D 
Section E 
Section F 
Mission of the Rehabilitation Counselor Education 
Program (Items one and two) 
RCE Organization and Administration (Items three 
through 21) 
Academic Program (Items 22 through 54) 
RCE Faculty (Items 55 through 71) 
RCE Students (Items 72 through 87) 
RCE Graduates (Items 88 through 90) 
A respondent is asked to rate each sub-item and each item. 
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Part II Qf the questionnaire asks 
preparation using the area and task 
questionnaire that is described above 
for ratings of graduates' 
item format of the employer 
Respondent. An individual evaluator who provides information 
concerning a Rehabilitation Counselor Education program to the 
process. °" Rehabilitat1°" Education during the^redim^n 
Respondent groups. The five groups of individual evaluators 
employers, faculty, supervisors, graduates, and students. 
are 
Standards. Those prescriptions of characteristics or outcomes which 
by general consent state a level of excellence against which 
programs cam be compared. Standards for Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education are listed in Chapter V of the Council on 
Rehabilitation Education Accreditation Manual. 
Supervisor. See agency clinical experience supervisor. 
Student. See current student. 
Delimitations of the Study 
The investigation is delimited by the following: 
1. Information on only those Rehabilitation Counselor Education 
programs that were seeking accreditation in the 1982-1983 evaluation 
period and the applicant programs in the combined 1973-1979 and 
1979-1980 evaluation cycles are examined. 
2. The inquiry is limited to the Rehabilitation Counselor 
Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual Questionnaire for 
Employers of Graduates and Part II of the Rehabilitation Counselor 
Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual Questionnaire for 
Faculty, Students, Agency Clinical Supervisors, and Graduates. 
3. The program evaluations by the graduate, student, clinical 
supervisor, and faculty groups are separately compared with the 
evaluations by the employers; but there is no direct comparison of the 
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ratings by each of the four non-employer groups with each other. 
Nevertheless, ratings of the non-employer groups are compared with 
each other on the basis of the prior analyses. For example, the 
ratings by graduates and the ratings by students are each compared 
with the ratings by employers, and then the differences between the 
ratings by graduates and the ratings by employers can be compared with 
the differences between the ratings by the students and the ratings by 
employers. 
Limitations of the Study 
The investigation is limited by the following: 
1. The research is a secondary analysis of information 
collected by CORE during accreditation periods that have been 
completed. There was no opportunity for this investigator to control 
and/or manipulate the research variables. 
2. 3ecause the confidentiality requirements of the accreditation 
process prohibit identification of either the applicant programs about 
which information is collected or the individual survey respondents 
who provide the evaluative information, the study examines aggregate 
data provided by CORE. Not only is the information by which to 
describe the study sample limited, but the lack of demographic data 
prevents identification and investigation of any correlations that may 
exist between the settings and the characteristics of the respondents 
and/or their ratings. In addition, it is not possible for this 
14 
investigator tg collect information by which to confirm and explain 
the individual survey responses or to supplement the aggregate CORE 
evaluation data. 
t 
3. The investigation is limited by weaknesses in the data 
collection instruments used by the Council on Rehabilitation Education 
(Appendix A & Appendix B) that may affect the study results and the 
conclusions to be drawn. The questionnaires request judgments of 
graduates' preparation and performance of 110 tasks that are grouped 
into eight areas. One weakness is that the areas are assumed to be 
defined by their respective tasks, but the tasks are not operationally 
defined. For example, tasks in the personal and social counseling 
category include assisting clients "to a deeper understanding of 
themselves...," "with crisis resolution," and "to develop the ability 
to cope." Interpretations of these and other area and task items by 
individual evaluators may differ. 
In addition, the responses are similarly nonspecific. There are 
five area ratings ("very inadequate," "less than adequate," 
"adequate," "more than adequate," and "very adequate") and two task 
assessments ("weak" and "strong") that may be circled by the 
questionnaire respondents. Although the "weak" and "strong" task 
assessments are further defined as "particularly weak" and 
"particularly strong," the degrees of both task strength and area 
adequacy are open for interpretation. Each survey respondent has two 
other response options for each item: "don't know" when not enough 
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is known to m^ke a judgment -- and no response. Evaluators are 
instructed to provide no response for a task item as an assessment of 
graduates' preparation or performance as neither "particularly weak" 
nor particularly strong." There is, however, no way to distinguish 
between an evaluative nonresponse and a nonresponse by oversight or 
for any other reason. 
Significance of the Study 
Rehabilitation counseling educators will be provided with data 
on the evaluation of program outcomes for use in planning and policy 
making. The study will present information on the ratings of RCE 
graduates' performance by employer respondents in the CORE 
accreditation evaluations of all applicants in two periods. 
Information will also be provided on the relationship of the employer 
ratings to the ratings of graduates' preparation by each of four other 
respondent groups: graduates, students, agency cl inical experience 
supervisors, and faculty. 
In addition, the investigation of accreditation evaluation data 
will be useful to CORE in the ongoing refinement of the accreditation 
process and will contribute to the literature on postsecondary 
self-study and specialized accreditation. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 
The purpose of the literature review is to examine the basis for 
evaluation of Rehabilitation Counselor Education and to describe the 
methods used to evaluate Rehabilitation Counselor Education programs. 
The presentation is organized into four parts. Part One reviews 
selected literature on the rehabilitation counselor role and function 
and Part Two reviews selected literature on the evaluation of 
rehabilitation counselors; Part Three reviews selected literature on 
education in rehabi1itation counseling and Part Four reviews selected 
literature on the evaluation of Rehabilitation Counselor Education. 
Part One: Review of Selected Literature on 
Rehabilitation Counselor Role and Function 
A description of rehabilitation counseling in the public and 
private sectors is followed by a review of selected literature on the 
role and function of the rehabilitation counselor. 
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Rehabilitation counseling 
Rehabilitation counseling is a socially and legally recognized 
profession that is concerned with the development of disabled 
individuals. The goal of (re)habi 1 itation is that disabled and/or 
disadvantaged individuals achieve optimum levels of functioning in all 
areas, i.e., physical, psychological, social, and vocational. A 
comprehensive rehabilitation program provides and/or coordinates the 
services of many human service specialists. The rehabilitation agent 
who most commonly fulfills this role for the disabled client is called 
a rehabilitation counselor. 
The development of rehabilitation counseling has been largely 
that of a public service profession. Rehabilitation counseling has 
been created and nurtured by legislative mandates, the consequent 
expansion of the state~federal rehabilitation programs, and federal 
support of training programs for rehabilitation workers. The majority 
of rehabilitation counselors serve the clients of public programs 
(Kuehn, 1984). 
The state-federal rehabilitation program is administered by the 
federal Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) in Washington, 
D.C. There are ten regions and ten regional offices throughout the 
United States. The RSA regions are presented in Figure 1. There are 
also 56 "state" rehabilitation agencies including agencies in each of 
the 50 states, the District of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico, American 
Samoa, Trust Territory, and the Virgin Islands (Bitter, 1979, p. 6). 
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REGION I REGION VI 
Connecticut 
Mai ne 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Vermont 
Rhode Island 
Arkansas 
Louisi ana 
Mew Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Texas 
REGION II REGION VII 
New Jersey 
New York 
Puerto Rico 
Virgin Islands 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
REGION III REGION VIII 
Del aware 
District of Columbia 
Mary!and 
Pennsylvania 
Virginia 
West Virginia 
Colorado 
Montana 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Wyoming 
REGION IV REGION IX 
Alabama 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Arizona 
Cal i form' a 
Hawaii 
Nevada 
REGION V REGION X 
111 inois 
Indiana 
Mi chigan 
Minnesota 
Ohi o 
Wisconsin 
A1aska 
Idaho 
Oregon 
Washington 
Figure 1. Rehabilitation Service Administration Regions 
(NCRE, 1982, p. v). 
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The state agencies, often called Bureaus of Vocational Rehabilitation 
or Divisions of Vocational Rehabilitation, have numerous local 
offices. There are separate state agencies and offices for the blind 
in 28 states (Bitter, 1979, p. 6). For example, the Region I RSA 
office is located in Boston, Massachusetts. The representative state 
agencies of the state-federal system are the Massachusetts 
Rehabilitation Commission and the Massachusetts Commission for the 
Blind. Each of these analogous agencies has offices in Boston, 
Springfield, Worcester, Holyoke, Greenfield, and/or other communities 
throughout the state. 
Rehabilitation services for persons ages 16-64 are also provided 
by pri vate-not-f or-prof i t (voluntary) and pri vate-f or-prof i t 
(propri etary) programs in settings that include sheltered workshops, 
residential programs, community day-care centers, educational 
institutions, and hospitals. In addition, private-for-profit 
vocational rehabilitation of the injured worker is a rapidly growing 
area of professional practice, the growth of which is generally 
attributed to the 1972 expansion of workers' compensation benefits to 
include rehabilitation services and to the limited resources of the 
public agencies to meet the needs of business and industry (Mitchell & 
Sink, 1983, p. 1). 
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Rehabilitation counselor 
role and functioTT 
The role of the rehabilitation counselor is generally 
acknowledged to have originated with the civilian Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act, 1920. The first job description appeared the 
following decade with the practitioner called a rehabilitation worker, 
agent, or officer (Obermann, 1965). The term rehabilitation counselor 
was first used by Finch (1937) in discussing the qualifications 
required to work with the problems of disability, but it was not until 
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1954 that 
rehabilitation counseling services were written into law. 
Rehabilitation counselors differ greatly from one another in the 
positions they hold and the performances expected of them. "Role" is 
generally considered to be the pattern of behavior connected with a 
particular position in society and "function" in this study is the 
constellation of professional activities assigned to the rehabilita¬ 
tion counselor role. 
Since the mid-1950s there has been an ongoing attempt to 
describe the rehabilitation counselor role and function. 
Johnston ( 1957 ) described the rehabilitation counselor "as he really 
is": a recognized community leader interested in the preservation and 
development of human values who has unique and unusual competency in 
two or more disciplines (p. 10). An "operational" definition of 
rehabilitation counseling" was formulated by Lofquist (1959): "a 
continuous learning process involving interaction in a 
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nonauthoritarian fashion, between two individuals whose 
problem-solving efforts are oriented toward vocational planning" (p. 
8). In asking "counselor or coordinator?" Patterson (1957) forecast 
the multidirectional development of rehabilitation practice. The 
rehabilitation counselor today may be a counselor, a coordinator, a 
counselor-coordinator, or a specialist in a particular component of 
the rehabilitation process. White ( 1975 ) proposed a change in the 
title of the role from rehabilitation counselor to rehabilitation 
clinician - - a term intended to incorporate all professional 
rehabilitation functions. Regardless of job title, differences in 
perceptions have implications for the evaluation of rehabi 1 itation 
professionals. 
Jaques ( 1959 ) conducted task-specific research on nearly 2,000 
"effective" and "ineffective" rehabilitation behaviors that had been 
identified by practitioners and were categorized as follows: creating 
of a therapeutic climate, structuring (arranging, structuring, and 
defining limits), information gathering, evaluating, and information 
giving and interaction. The largest number of behaviors were grouped 
under the creation of a therapeutic climate (p. 76) and behaviors 
relating to the client-counselor relationship were ranked "most 
critical" (p. 77). 
A comprehensive study of the role and function of the 
rehabilitation counselor was undertaken by Muthard and Salomone (1969) 
for the American Rehabilitation Counseling Association. A task 
statement inventory was used to elicit perceptions of 119 
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rehabilitation counseling tasks as solicited from more than 250 
agencies and practitioners, and the final revision of the Instrument 
grouped tasks Into the following competency categories: counseling, 
vocational and social counseling, psychological testing, providing 
occupational Information, arrangement and coordination of 
rehabl 11 tatlon services, placement and follow-up, and collaboration 
with other rehabilitation workers. The researchers subsequently 
surveyed nearly 400 rehabilitation counselors — selected from a 
national roster of those employed by general state agencies, state 
agencies tor the blind, and private agencies -*• to determine the 
extent to which a task is part of one's job and the extent to which a 
task should be part of one's job. Although there were substantial 
differences In the proportion of time allotted to specific tasks by 
counselors In different settings, the respondents conceptualized their 
work similarly and assigned highest ratings to the specific tasks ot 
affective counseling, vocational counseling, and placement (p. 109). 
Scorzelll (1975), Wright and Fraser (1975), Fraser and Glowers 
( 1978 ), and Parham and Harris (1978) also surveyed rehabl 11 tation 
professlonal s to determine what practitioners were doing and/or the 
amount of time spent In each activity. The assumption of these 
Investigations was that what rehabilitation counselors were doing 
should be taught In preparation programs. Conversely, a study by 
Tripp (1975) surveyed rehabilitation educators assuming that what was 
being taught should be put into practice. All ot these investigations 
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used questionnaires to gather data and there was no observation or 
follow-up to confirm responses. Informative competency category 
listings were produced, but the variation and overlap in activity 
labels makes comparisons difficult. For example, the Muthard and 
Salomone (1969) investigation grouped tasks into seven categories 
including "counseling" and "arrangement and coordination" of 
rehabilitation services. "Client counseling and planning" and "case 
management and special services" appear among the 12 Wright and Fraser 
(1975 ) categories and the 12 Parham and Harris (1978) competencies. 
The Fraser and Clowers ( 1978) list with 15 categories includes 
"counseling and mutual interaction with clients," "coordination of 
clients' adjustment or training program," and "provision of special 
services." The Tripp (1975) list of 11 knowledge or skill categories 
includes "psychological and counseling theory," "counseling skills," 
and "case process and management skill." Among the 16 Scorzelli 
(1975) competencies are "vocational counseling," "therapeutic 
counseling," "work adjustment counseling," "group counseling," and 
"coordination/case management." 
The development of an RCE accreditation mechanism included 
research on counseling tasks by the University of Wisconsin Regional 
Research Institute (Reagles & Wright, 1974, p. 3). A listing of 
variables related to the pre-professional training of rehabilitation 
counselors -- using suggestions primarily from education — was sent 
to all RCE programs asking that each item be rated for relevancy for 
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accreditation, feasibility of collecting that data, and the best 
source of that data (p. 9). In order to prepare a listing for field 
testing the items were collapsed into 23 categories and sent to the 
administrators of private facilities and state agencies for ratings of 
relevancy. Of the 75 RCE programs in 1973, 41 participated in the 
pre-accreditation research activities (p. 13). Data was collected 
from 101 program coordinators and other faculty, 593 graduates, 1,011 
students, 26 former students (dropouts), 232 clinical supervisors, and 
234 employers of graduates (pp. 17-20). Statistical analyses were 
used to determine what items should be deleted or modified with the 
following criteria for retention: .50 correlations with CORE rating 
scales, discrimination among the programs, and discrimination between 
the "high" and "low" programs as defined by CORE ratings. Because 
less than five percent of all items failed to meet one of the 
criteria, the item content of all scales was retained (p. 21). 
Without altering basic content, refinements were made to consolidate 
specific items that were not discriminating (CORE, 1976, p. 2) and the 
listing of items in the 1978 CORE manual contains almost all of the 
items originally proposed. In addition to "efficient work habits..., 
effective work personality..., and personal maturity, adjustment and 
commitment to the profession" (CORE, 1978, p. 32); entry level 
rehabilitation counselors should satisfactorily perform 110 tasks 
grouped into eight functional areas: 
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1. Interpretation of medical, educational, social, vocational 
evaluations for individual clients 
2. Rehabilitation planning and case management for individual 
clients 
3. Career and vocational counseling for individual clients 
4. Personal and social counseling for individual clients 
5. Job development and placement for individual clients 
6. Community resources utilization 
7. Recording and reporting for individual clients 
8. Professional participation and development (pp. 32-36). 
Harrison and Lee (1979) conducted a study to determine the 
relevance of proposed competencies for the development of a 
competency-based RCE program. The 48 respondents were active 
professionals: 17 were female and 31 male; 18 were employed in the 
state-federal vocational rehabilitation system, 15 in private 
agencies, and 5 in schools or universities; and all were members of 
the National Rehabilitation Counseling Association in Michigan (p. 
135). The 90 competency statements in 11 areas were generated using 
instruments from prior studies and interviews with rehabilitation 
counselors, supervisors, and administrators in the Michigan Bureau of 
Rehabilitation (p. 136). A task statement inventory was 
simultaneously administered to all participants. They were asked to 
rate the extent to which each competency was a part of his or her job. 
Responses were measured on a scale ranging from "1-not a part of my 
job," to "8-a most significant part of my job." Data were analyzed by 
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descriptive and, inferential techniques. More than two-thirds (63 out 
of 90) of the competencies received a mean rating of more than "4-a 
part of my job" and, among them, 44 items received a mean rating of 
more than "5-a substantial part of my job." Administrators attached 
greater importance than counselors to identifying critical issues in 
medical consultation and in writing consultation requests; explaining 
vocational rehabilitation; and identifying principles and theories of 
program development, organization, and management (p. 136). The 
respondents considered that most of the competencies in the following 
categories are relevant to the rehabilitation counselor role: 
counseling process; case management; human behavior; client 
assessment; medical aspects of disability; and job analysis/placement/ 
restructuring (p. 138). Competencies in the following areas were not 
particularly high in demand: the philosophy of rehabilitation, 
research utilization, and management and supervision of vocational 
rehabilitation services (p. 139). Although competencies in research, 
management, and supervision may not be required in direct client 
contact, it was suggested that counselors interested in leadership 
positions may wish to reassess their ratings in these areas (p. 141). 
Rubin and Emener (1979) gathered information from a random 
sample of 31 rehabilitation counselors, 17 administrators and 
supervisors, and nine rehabilitation educators attending a National 
Rehabilitation Counseling Association Conference to determine whether 
they perceived changes in rehabilitation counselor practice compared 
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with practice.in the 1960s (p. 142). The data indicated that 
rehabilitation counselors were devoting less time to counseling and 
guidance activities, more time to paperwork, more time arranging for 
services, and about the same time to placement activities. In 
addition, it appeared counselors would prefer to spend more time 
counseling and less time on paperwork. The authors concluded that the 
significant differences between estimated and preferred percentages of 
time in the seven competency categories suggest counselors are 
experiencing "role strain" (p. 146). 
Differences in rehabilitation counseling practice arise from 
differences in the organization and philosophy of the agencies in 
which they are employed as well as from the interplay of personal 
characteristics and experience prior to and subsequent to employment 
(Clements, 1957 ). Bureaucratic routines and regulatory procedures, 
the sources of funding, and demands for accountability affect an 
individual's functioning (Feinberg & McFarlane, 1979). In a study 
funded by the National Institute of Handicapped Research, Mitchell and 
Fink ( 1983 ) compared the functions of the pri vate-for-prof i t 
rehabilitation counselor with the client advocacy role of the 
rehabilitation counselor in the public sector: the private-for-profit 
counselor must consider the needs and interests of the disabled person 
in relation to the concerns of attorneys, insurance representatives, 
and/or workers' compensation board members representing the person or 
the organization paying for the rehabilitation services (pp. 11-13). 
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For example, a.vocational rehabilitation counselor in the private 
sector may have a caseload of 20 to 30 disabled workers-less severely 
disabled than clients of the public agency counselor with far more 
clients; and provide services based on expediency and cost, in a 
hierarchy commencing with job modification or direct placement using 
transferable skills-rather than flexible comprehensive services that 
may be best for the disabled person (pp. 8-10). The rehabilitation 
psychology expert may be retained by either a claimant or defendant in 
disability litigation to provide information to members of the legal 
system (Wright, 1983, pp. 15-19). In addition, Matkin (1982) surveyed 
268 members of the National Association of Rehabilitation 
Professionals in the Private Sector to identify services offered, 
employment settings, and staff positions represented (p. 31). He 
found that the top 10 services provided include five shared by the 
private and public sectors of rehabilitation-vocational counseling, 
job placement, job development, case monitoring, and vocational 
eval uation—and five that are more highly emphasized in the private 
sector—job analysis, labor market surveying, medical case management, 
vocational testimony, and job restructuring consultation (p. 33). 
A client's disability is frequently cited to be a factor in the 
difficulty of rehabilitation. Probably the greatest demand for 
rehabilitation counselor expertise has been made by the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973, as amended. The federal legislation is oriented toward 
meeting the needs of all handicapped persons. The most severely 
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disabled and those not served by other social programs are to be given 
priority. Independent living services are to be provided for disabled 
people for whom a vocational goal is inappropriate at the time the 
client is initially seen by a rehabilitation agency and for whom a 
vocational goal may never be appropriate (DeJong, 1979; Boland & 
Alonso, 1982). Disabled clients are seeking longitudinal services 
that will assist in the development of self-determination and a 
reduction in psychological dependence on others, rather than simply 
the more traditional rehabilitation service goal of optimum 
physical functioning (DeLoach, Wilkins & Walker, 1983). Consumer 
input and partnership with service providers throughout the 
( re) habi 1 i tati on process is mandated. However, this investigation 
could find no systematic study of rehabilitation counselor role and 
function that included consumer-clients. 
Summary of the review of 
literature on rehabilitation 
counselor role and function 
After 30 years of discussion and research there is limited 
agreement by practitioners, educators, and employers on the specific 
functions of the rehabilitation counselor role. Counseling and 
vocational placement continue to be two of the most significant, 
complex, and time-consuming rehabilitation counselor job functions 
(Emener & Rubin, 1980; Fraser & Clowers, 1978; Matkin, 1982; Parham & 
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Harris, 1978; Sinick, 1976; Sink & Porter, 1978; Muthard & Salamone, 
1969). Regardless of the particular competencies or competency 
categories identified, there is a consensus that the rehabilitation 
counselor is expected to fulfill a professional role in assisting 
disabled and/or disadvantaged persons. 
However, differences of opinion exist among and between 
professional constituencies when describing rehabilitation counseling 
as presently practiced or preferentially conceptualized. The 
development of rehabilitation counseling has been largely that of a 
public service profession with a mandated clientele. The individual's 
disability is frequently cited as a factor in rehabilitation 
difficulty, and the rehabilitation counselor in the state-federal 
system is now expected to serve the most severely disabled persons and 
those not served by other social programs. Differences in 
rehabilitation practice also arise from differences among employing 
agencies or facilities. For example, the service goal of 
private-for-profit rehabilitation of the disabled worker is the most 
expedient way to return the individual to work, rather than the 
traditional goal of helping the individual achieve optimum levels of 
functioning in all areas. 
Part Two will review selected literature on the evaluation of 
rehabilitation counselors and rehabilitation counseling. 
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Part Two: Review of Selected Literature 
on Evaluation of Rehabilitation Counselors 
This section opens with a brief statement of the purpose of 
rehabilitation counselor evaluation and the identification of 
evaluation data sources. Selected literature is reviewed on the 
evaluation of practitioners by measurement of counseling outcomes, 
measurement of counseling process criteria, and by other methods. 
Purpose of evaluation and 
evaluation data source's 
Some professionals believe the only defensible applications of 
counselor evaluation data are diagnostic in nature, that is, as a 
basis for identification of "potential deficiencies in counselor 
functioning and prescribing in-service training to improve counselor 
effectiveness" (Bolton, 1978, p. 192). However, primary components of 
most program evaluations include not only the diagnostic determination 
of training needs and the most appropriate caseload for each 
counselor, but also the provision of criteria for salary, promotion, 
and termination (Rubin & Reagles, 1978). The data generated by 
evaluation of counselors are also used to judge agency effectiveness. 
In the absence of data establishing a firm link between 
counselor performance and client change, the following types of 
information are most frequently used for evaluating rehabilitation 
counselor performance: measurement of counseling outcomes and process 
criteria (Rubin & Reagles, 1978, p. 328). 
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Measurement of counseling product 
or client outcomes ~ 
Before seriously attempting to evaluate counselor or agency 
performance by means of measuring client outcomes, one must have a 
good idea of what client outcomes are. This statement implies that 
relevant client outcomes can be identified, these outcomes are 
amenable to quantification so that counselors' performances can be 
compared, and sufficient resources are available for measurement of 
the client outcomes. 
Number of case closures 
Rehabilitation is conceptualized as an input, intervention, and 
output process. Input includes a person who needs rehabilitation, 
intervention is the goal-directed utilization of resources, and output 
occurs when a client is rehabilitated by achievement of individualized 
goals. In addition, the case of a nonrehabi 1 itated client may be 
closed when all planned services has been provided and the public 
agency can provide no additional services (Walls & Tseng, 1976, pp. 
209-211). 
Although rehabilitation is defined in qualitative terms, 
counselors and agencies are most commonly evaluated on a quantitative 
basis. Counselor effectiveness is defined as the number of 
rehabilitation plans prepared and the number of case closures (Crisler 
& Barney, 1976). The case closure data collected on individual 
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counselors is combined for presentation in the literature. For 
example, Obermann (1960) reported the following case closure 
information on the state-federal system: 
1. With more than 20 states participating in the vocational 
rehabilitation program, the number of persons rehabilitated in 1925 
was 5,825—a total that was not exceeded until 1934 (p. 247). 
2. Although there were 44 states participating in 1930, only 
45,000 persons had been rehabilitated between 1921 and 1930 (p. 267). 
3. With the Vocational Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1943 
authorizing the provision of surgery to reduce a disability, 
transportation, prosthetic devices, etc. and providing for services to 
war disabled citizens (p. 286), the number of persons who were 
rehabilitated doubled from 20,000 to 40,000 in 1943 (p. 288). 
4. The number of persons rehabilitated dropped to 36,106 in 
1946, but the figure rose to 51,575 in 1947 when there were 52 general 
rehabilitation agencies and 32 agencies specializing in the 
rehabilitation of the blind (p. 294). 
5. The Vocational Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1954 
provided for extension and improvement through special project grants 
for research and demonstration projects and by 1959 the total number 
of persons rehabilitated rose to 80,739—45 percent more persons than 
reported rehabilitated in 1954 (p. 316). 
The state-federal system has expanded to employ 14,074 
rehabilitation professionals (English, Oberle, & Bryne, 1979, p. 
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25/101), but the data readily available in the rehabilitation 
literature is less specific. For example, in 1985 state agencies can 
be expected to serve "approximately the same numbers as will be served 
in 1984 —about one million" and there will be an investigation of the 
wide variation in rehabilitation rates between states and the changes 
in rehabilitation rates over time (National Rehabilitation Association 
[NRA], 1985, p. 1). 
As early as the 1920s it was recognized that the state-federal 
closure reporting system may encourage a maximum number of closures 
rather than the quality of services and that a selection of clients 
who can be rehabilitated in a comparatively short time would increase 
the number of closures (Obermann, 1965, p. 250). Other criticisms of 
number-oriented evaluations include the possibility of premature case 
closures, uneven case flow, distortion in reporting, and no 
recognition for effort expended in cases closed nonrehabi1itated 
(Walls & Tseng, 1976, pp. 212-213). Nevertheless, the gross concept 
of a case closure evaluation criterion is "preferable to no criterion 
at all" (Walls & Tseng, 1976, p. 213). 
Weighted case closures 
Critics of a traditional case closure criterion most commonly 
propose weighted case closure measures to compensate for factors that 
may influence the process outcome. Probably the most widely accepted 
differentia tors are client age, education, and "severity" of 
disability (Law!is & Bozarth, 1971). 
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r^Thn^T. A.Ct °f 1973 defines a «vere handicap as 
a disability which requires multiple services over an 
extended period of time and results from amputation 
de f„ensesSShPa^nCr- Cer6bral pals*’ cystic fibres?": 
mpnta? ill? b dl?e?s?’ hemiplegia, mental retardatien, 
mental illness, multiple sclerosis, muscular dystrophy 
eur° °.gic disorders (including stroke and epilepsy!’ 
p aplegia, quadriplegia and other spinal conditions, renal 
oVhlrreHicrfh?1/ai.t0ry or Pulmonary dysfunction, and any 
(Laurie' 1977, ** Secretary °f HEW’ 
Nowhere is a minimal disability defined, and it would be even more 
difficult to define a moderate disability other than by saying it fell 
between the two extremes. An additional problem in description is 
that disability conditions are generally not static: People acquire 
new competencies through experience, coast into remission, lose 
ability because of a progressive disorder, or slow down because of the 
normal processes of aging (Laurie, 1977). 
In spite of the difficulties in definition, several specific 
case closure weightings have been proposed and/or implemented. A 
survey of state directors in 1969 revealed that there were no formal 
methods of weighting case closures, but three states reported using 
informal weighting systems that had no written guidelines (Silver, 
1969 , p. 14). A rating scale was developed by Silver (1969) with 15 
disabilities in a continuum of difficulty to rehabilitate—as judged 
by 126 practicing counselors—and each disability was paired with each 
other disability. The participants were instructed to choose the one 
disability in each of the 105 pairs they felt would be more difficult 
to place in employment. In another exercise using a seven-point 
continuum ranging from "extremely difficult" to "not too difficult," 
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cerebral palsy was consistently listed as the most difficult to place 
in employment and was followed by three clusters of the remaining 
fourteen disabilities. The actual use of this scale for counselor 
evaluation is not reported. 
The Rehabilitation Difficulty Scale (Kunce, Iocono, & Miller, 
1974) is a device based on counselor judgments of vocational outcomes 
that is intended to be used for adjustment of counselor caseloads. 
This scale could also be used to assess counselor production and give 
more credit for successes with those clients whose prognosis is judged 
to be less optimistic. The authors raised the question of whether a 
satisfied client whose case is closed unemployed is a better or worse 
outcome than a dissatisfied client whose case is closed employed 
(Kunce et al., 1974, p. 128). 
Thomas, Henke, and Pool (1976) proposed a multiple-measure 
system that would give a counselor credit for client movement through 
the rehabilitation process stages: the number of clients found 
eligible or ineligible, the number started in rehabilitation service 
programs, the number rehabilitated, and the number served but not 
rehabilitated (p. 74). 
Cooper, Harper, and Davis (1980) investigated the relative 
importance of different types of successful outcomes as judged by line 
supervisors, counselors, and clerical staff. This was accomplished by 
grouping the proposed 12 closure types into groups of four and asking 
each of the 198 participants to rank order the types in each of the 33 
groups. Possibly the most useful result of this study was the 
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formulation of system of weights for the various levels of closures. 
Although there were no significant differences between the types of 
personnel with regard to priorities, weights were assigned based on 
the perceptions of the counselors and supervisors. It was proposed 
that a counselor be evaluated by receiving points for employment 
closure depending on the following outcome characteristics: 
Type Definition VJei gh t 
1 Competitively employed making above minimum wage 
and removed from public assistance 2.1518 
2 Competitively employed making above minimum wage 
and never received public assistance 2.0029 
3 Competitively employed making above minimum wage 
and receiving public assistance at closure 1.5690 
4 Competitively employed making below minimum wage 
and removed from public assistance 1.7782 
5 Competitively employed making below minimum wage 
and has never received public assistance 1.6851 
6 Competitively employed making below minimum wage 
and receiving public assistance at closure 1.3813 
7 Noncompetitively employed making above minimum 
wage and removed from public assistance 1.7197 
8 Noncompetitively employed making above minimum 
wage and has never received public assistance 1.7344 
9 Noncompetitively employed making above minimum 
wage and receiving public assistance at closure 1.3914 
10 Noncompetitively employed making below minimum 
wage and removed from public assistance 1.6169 
38 
11 Noncompetitively employed making below minimum 
wage and has never received public assistance 1.4705 
12 Noncompetitively employed making below minimum 
wage and receiving public assistance at closure 1.0000 
Nonsuccessful rehabilitations would receive no outcome credit (Cooper 
et al., 1980, pp. 15-16). When this technique was applied to the 1978 
outcome totals for 61 general caseload counselors, the mean was 91 
points with a standard deviation of 32 and only ten percent of the 
counselors fell below the mean by as much as one standard deviation 
(Cooper et al., 1980, p. 17). 
Client change in social 
and/or psychological areas 
The conclusion drawn by Walls and Tseng (1976) from a 
comprehensive review of studies using social and psychological 
measures for prediction of successful rehabilitation closures was that 
the research results were general and based only on weak relationships 
between variables. However, counselor performance can be inferred 
from client change in social and/or psychological areas. From 
Hawryluk's ( 1974) self-perception scale of 10 descriptive statements 
of psychological well-being, 300 multiple choice questions were 
generated. After field-testing, the instrument was reduced to 150 
items, and in the present machine-scorable form the Human Service 
Scale (Rubin & Reagles, 1976, p. 337) is a widely used pre-post 
measure of client change. 
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Sustention of rehabilitation 
Sustention of client benefits would seem to be a legitimate 
counselor evaluation criterion because the federal standards are 
specifically concerned with sustention of client benefits (Rubin & 
Reagles, 1976, p. 339). However, permanent rehabilitation is 
unrealistic for many clients as a result of external factors over 
which the counselor and/or agency have little control: labor market 
depression or disease progression, etc. No study was located 
concerning sustention of benefits as an evaluation criterion. 
Cost effectiveness 
While it is theoretically possible to compare the cost of 
providing services with the value of client benefits, many human 
service administrators find even the prospect of quantification 
"dehumanizing" (Pollard, Hall, & Keeran, 1976, p. 16). Simple cost- 
benefit approaches have been used to facilitate cost efficient 
decisions, but an RSA investigation of 18 agency programs revealed 
extreme variation in results and it was concluded the majority reflect 
untested assumptions (Noble, 1977 , p. 347). In a study of critical 
variables for prediction of rehabilitation it was determined that the 
more money spent per rehabilitation, the fewer rehabilitations per 
counselor; and the greater the case service expenditures average per 
counselor, the greater the number of rehabil itations per counselor 
(Lawlis & Bozarth, 1971, p. 138). Atkins (1979) described an in-house 
corporate rehabilitation program and gave an example in which the 
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company saved $100,000. However, no studies are reported on counselor 
evaluation by the functional criteria specific to private-for-profit 
rehabilitation. 
Rubin and Reagles (1976) designed the Counselor Productivity 
Index for comparison of performance by counselors working under 
similar environmental conditions. An individual counselor's 
productivity index is computed by dividing the counselor's benefit 
index by the counselor's cost index. Simply, the counselor's benefit 
index is benefits accrued by the counselor's clients divided by 
average benefits accrued by agency clients; and the counselor's cost 
index is average dollar amount expended by the counselor on clients, 
multiplied by the number of cases closed, divided by the average 
dollar amount expended agency-wide, multiplied by the number of cases 
closed. The actual calculations require computation by disability 
group and an addition of results. There is a potential for the use of 
such a system for measurement of differential counselor efficiency, 
but a major problem is the initial definition of terms. For example, 
benefits that can be expressed in monetary terms could be as simple as 
the change in client earnings from intake to closure or as complicated 
as an individual agency chose to use (Rubin & Reagles, 1976, p. 340). 
There are also difficulties in establishing the basic evaluation 
criterion of cost efficiency. Mo rehabilitation employee cost-benefit 
analysis using the Rubin and Reagles Counselor Productivity Index has 
been reported in the literature. 
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In the early days of the state-federal program there was a need 
to make the program appear as successful as possible (Obermann, 1965, 
p. 248) and cost-effectiveness data appeared in the rehabilitation 
literature. In his 1965 history of vocational rehabilitation, 
Obermann reported (a) it cost an average of $266 per person for the 
45,000 rehabilitations between 1921 and 1930 (p. 267), (b) in 1928 it 
was estimated it would cost an average of $250 to rehabilitate a 
person in comparison with a cost of $300-500 to maintain a person in a 
custodial institution (p. 260), and (c) in 1944 there were 44,000 
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disabled persons rehabilitated into employment at a cost of about $150 
each (p. 291). In the mid-1980s, more than $1 billion are authorized 
annually to fund the basic state-federal program serving about one 
million persons and another $100 million are provided to implement 
other parts of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 , as amended (NRA, 1984, 
p. 3). 
Before seriously attempting to measure a counselor's effective¬ 
ness on job tasks one must have a good idea of what those tasks are. 
This statement implies that significant job tasks can be identified, 
the extent of counselor deviation from accepted procedures on such 
tasks can be accurately and objectively measured, and that sufficient 
resources are available for measurement of counselor performance. The 
review of selected literature on the rehabilitation counselor role and 
function in Part One presented the unresolved debate on the actual 
and/or appropriate rehabilitation counselor role and function. 
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Observation 
A significant number of rehabilitation counselor competencies 
are exercised in one-to-one client interviews or counseling 
situations. Although there are no direct observation evaluation 
methods reported in the rehabilitation literature, an attempt has been 
made to evaluate counselor competencies by the review of tape-recorded 
interviews. Using the Rehabilitation Counseling Interview Subrole 
Behavior Scale (RCISBS), raters trained in use of the instrument can 
reliably allocate moment-to-moment counselor responses among 12 
subrole categories: information giving, rapport building, 
confrontation, etc. (Rubin & Reagles, 1978, p. 332 ). However, 
identification of counselor interview style is not necessarily an 
assessment of interview effectiveness. 
Schenzinger (1981) proposed a counselor evaluation method which 
takes into consideration counselor performance from referral through 
case closure. Quantified objectives relate to client outcomes and 
counselors may be given credit for the number of severely disabled 
clients who are being served or who have been rehabilitated. 
Objectives are to be selected from the following: number of 
referrals, number of service applicants, client time in applicant 
status, client acceptance, rate, the number of rehabilitation plans 
written, percentage of cases in active status, rehabilitation rates, 
and number of rehabilitations (Schenzinger, 1981, p. 28). A weight 
assignment for each objective is mutually determined by the counselor 
and supervisor to reflect any difficulty the counselor may be having 
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and for each objective a conversion table indicates points that may be 
earned at each identified achievement level, with achievement of goal 
arbitrarily set at 100, scores can range from 50 to 150 and an average 
score for each objective in the 90-105 range can be interpreted as 
counselor goal achievement. 
Case review 
On the assumption that case documentation is a reflection of 
actual case practice, the records of individual public agency clients 
are reviewed to determine whether or not the counselor has followed 
federal regulations governing program process and counselor 
performance. 
As reported by Brenes and McFarlane (1981), the case review 
process was the outcome of regional rehabilitation training activities 
commencing in 1974. A state-federal liaison with the San Diego State 
Rehabilitation Counselor Program was formalized to develop state 
program evaluation standards. The process was field tested in Hawaii, 
Nevada, and California in 1976 and 1977. A refined instrument package 
with recommendations for strengthening the training and data analysis 
components of the process was field tested in Arizona in 1978. 
College rehabilitation programs in each federal region were asked to 
develop a process manual for their respective areas. Revised regional 
manuals — differing little from one another except in terminology with 
which the regional practitioners are familiar--are in use nationwide. 
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The Region I Case Review Process Manual (Cowie & McCarthy, 1979) 
provides detailed instructions and sample forms for the entire 
evaluation process from the random selection of cases for review to 
the analysis of data. Rationales are provided for caseload standards 
and an appendix discusses special case requirements. 
It is presumed that the counselor is the case manager and the 
caseload manager, seeking information and taking action based on that 
information. The evaluation focuses on the points of client status 
transfer throughout the rehabilitation process. Questions are asked 
at each transfer point to determine if specific information is 
obtained and specified tasks are performed, how the counselor 
justifies the transfer decision, if planned actions were carried out, 
and if plans are being made to meet the objectives of the new status. 
This case/caseload review process is one method by which to move 
toward improved accountability in rehabilitation. Validity problems 
with informal case review evaluation have been significantly reduced 
by standardization of the process and the use of trained raters. 
Items on the form appear to be restricted to those in which a relation 
between case record content and actual counselor behavior have been 
established (Brenes & McFarlane, 1981). However, there is no evidence 
that items on the forms have been limited to those behaviors that have 
a demonstrated correlation with client outcomes. 
The case review project was based on (a) the opinion that a 
program defined in qualitative terms should be evaluated in 
predominantly qualitative terms, and (b) the belief that a 
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qualitatively-based program evaluation system could be developed 
(Cowie & McCarthy, 1979, preface). While the stated focus of the 
evaluation process is on the state agency caseload rather than 
individual client cases, data is generated on the randomly selected 
performance of all counselors. A form is provided on which to record 
and summarize the performance of each rehabilitation counselor on a 
monthly, bimonthly, quarterly, and/or thirdly basis. The only 
information summarized on this form is quantitative: the number, if 
any, of client transfers from one process stage to the next. 
Client involvement 
The client-centered Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and its 
subsequent amendments mandate client input and participation at all 
stages of the rehabilitation process. A survey of counselors and 
agency supervisors by Emener and Andrews (1977) revealed that the 
majority of respondents believe the existence of an individualized 
rehabi 1 itation plan is being used as an evaluation tool to measure 
client involvement in the process. Their perceptions may be valid 
because client involvement is not operationally defined and the term 
does not appear in any of the evaluation methods described in the 
1iterature. 
Self evaluation 
Rehabilitation counselors who recently graduated from RCE 
programs evaluate their preparation and/or performance in functional 
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areas and on specified tasks as a component of the program accredita- 
tion process described in the fourth part of this chapter. 
Other methods and/or criteria 
Other methods and/or criteria for evaluation of rehabilitation 
counselors or rehabilitation counseling services include: the 
counselor certification process, feedback from client-consumers, and 
the identification of unmet need for rehabilitation. 
Counselor certification 
The Commission on Rehabilitation Counselor Certification (CRCC) 
process provides verification that an individual has met certain 
minimum standards that have been established by the profession. These 
standards include educational preparation, supervised internship or 
employment with a certified counselor, acceptance of a code of ethics, 
and the demonstration of competence by achieving a passing score on 
the certification examination. CRCC was incorporated in 1974, and by 
1979 10,000 professionals had been awarded certification either by 
grandfatheri ng or by examination and were entitled to use the 
designation "CRC," Certified Rehabilitation Counselor, after their 
names (Livingston, 1980, p. 115). 
The certification examination consists of 300 multiple-choice 
questions in the following areas: 
1. Rehabilitation philosophy, history, structure, ethics, and laws 
2. Medical aspects of disability 
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3. Psychological aspects of the handicapping condition 
4. Job placement and development of job opportunities for the 
handicapped 
5. Occupational information, the world of work, job modification, 
and re-engineering 
6. Counseling theory and techniques of counseling 
7. Community organization and resources 
8. Psychology of personal and vocational adjustment 
9. Evaluation and assessment (work evaluation) 
10. Ability to utilize research findings 
11. The delivery of rehabilitation services 
12. Independent living rehabi 1 itation services (CRCC, 1981, p. 19). 
Many of the questions require an application of knowledge rather than 
a recall of factual information. Credit is given for the best 
response as determined by the item authors and validated by a field 
testing process. CRCC maintains a task force of professionals who 
continually add to and upgrade the examination question pool (CRCC, 
1981, p. 19). 
As reported by Livingston (1979), the examination was developed 
and field tested by a process involving over 8,000 rehabilitation 
counselors to develop an item pool that contained reliable and valid 
questions. In 1973 the Commission appointed a 12-member task force of 
rehabilitation professionals to formulate 60 multiple-choice questions 
in their own specialty related to areas of rehabilitation counseling 
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practice defined by the Commission. The writers exchanged their 
questions with each other to clarify ambiguities in content and form 
before the items were placed in a pool (p. m). A nulnber of 
different forms were used during each administration of the 
examination during the grandfathering period and each individual 
taking the examination was asked to rate each question for relevance. 
An analysis was made after each administration and split-half 
reliabilities were calculated. Internal reliability improved from 
.66-.76 over the five forms in July and October 1974 and .69-.72 on 
the four March 1975 forms to approximately .82 during both July and 
October 1975 (p. 113). Concurrent validity of the field review 
examination taken by 3,982 individuals in July and October 1975 were 
determined by a comparison of the examination scores and variables of 
a demographic questionnaire. There were 12 common factors among the 
37 of the 67 possible predictor variables that were significant at the 
.05 level in July 1975 and 45 at this level in October 1975 (p. 114). 
From an item analysis of performance on the July 1975 administration 
utilizing subgroups of an undergraduate population as compared to 
rehabilitation counselors taking the same examination, it was found 
that rehabilitation counselors performed significantly higher on 70 
percent of the items, and it appeared construct validity had been 
established for at least a portion of the items in the pool (p. 114). 
Whether rehabi 1 i tation counselors are employed in private or 
public practice, it is desirable to have an indication that 
professional competence is maintained (Sinick, 1977). Individuals who 
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pass the CRCC examination are initially certified for a period of five 
years, and all CRCs who complete 150 contact hours of acceptable 
continuing education courses in each succeeding five years are able to 
maintain certification without reexamination (CRCC, 1981, p. 31). 
Evidence of course participation may not be equivalent to test 
performance as a measure of competence, but the CRCC maintenance 
requirement encourages professional growth and development. 
The intent of the CRCC process is to establish a national 
professional scale that may be used as a measure by any group, agency, 
or individual, but not to certify any individual as suitable for 
employment or to impose personnel requirements on any agency or 
facility. Nevertheless, CRCC national standards have been written 
into federal regulations for intermediate health care facilities, some 
accreditation standards for private rehabilitation facilities, CORE'S 
educational standards, licensing standards for rehabi1itation 
counselors in selected states, and employment and/or promotional 
standards for some agencies and facilities (CRCC, 1981). 
Prac ti ti oners in the private sector are also making attempts to 
utilize the national standards and the American Association of 
Rehabilitation Professionals in the Private Sector (AARPPS) has 
petitioned CRCC for membership (Matkin, 1981a). 
Client feedback 
It is believed that correlates of client satisfaction can be 
identified and that measurement of consumer satisfaction is feasible. 
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For example, in a questionnaire survey of 288 clients terminated from 
a university counseling clinic, the participants tended to report they 
obtained what they wanted from the process when counselors had played 
an active, directive role (Grigg & Goodstein, 1957). Reagles, Wright, 
and Butler (1970) believed the primary correlate of satisfaction is 
intensity of the rehabilitation process as judged by time and 
attention devoted to the client, but there was no reduction in 
reported satisfaction when counselor caseload was increased tenfold 
during the period of their study. 
The independent living rehabilitation literature suggests there 
is a significant discrepancy between the rehabilitation professional 
and disabled consumer viewpoints concerning appropriate rehabilitation 
goals and process (Crewe & Zola, 1983; DeLoach, Wilkins, & Walker, 
1983). In a 1979 study of 11 independent living centers in California 
368 questionnaires were returned from 42 percent of a systematic 
random sample of the approximately 18,000 individuals served annually 
(Stoddard, 1983, p. 275 ). The study report described the disabled 
respondents and identified services received, but the evaluation 
results were not as specific: "Most cl ients.. .reported no impact on 
their relationships with family, friends, or the larger community," 
and "about one-third...indicated a positive effect on social 
relationships with friends and members of the community" (p. 287). 
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Literature on the need 
for rehabilitation 
In addition to reporting the successes of rehabilitation 
obtained from program studies of people receiving services, the 
rehabilitation literature identifies the unmet needs of disabled 
people. There were hundreds of thousands of permanently disabled 
people in 1930, but there were only 143 rehabilitation workers in 44 
state-federal programs and only 20,394 clients were in the process of 
being rehabilitated (Obermann, 1965, p. 267). By the late 1970s there 
were 14,074 rehabilitation prof essi onal s. --not all of them 
rehabilitation counselors—employed in the state-federal system 
(English, Oberle, & Bryne, 1979, p. 25/101) and the system serves 
approximately one million clients annually (NRA, 1984, p. 1). On the 
other hand, a comprehensive study of disability by Bowe (1983) 
identified 13,102,000 disabled persons among the 147,306,000 persons 
ages 16-64 (p. 5). Bowe's study analyzed data from the 1980 census 
and the 1981 and 1982 current population surveys and his findings are 
limited to people who are not institutionalized. People were 
classified as disabled if they (a) reported a health problem or 
disability that prevented them from working or limited the amount of 
work they could do, or (b) answered one of several other 
disability-related questions. No specific information on the type or 
severity of disability was obtained. It was reported that the 
working-age disabled population receives the following 
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nonrehabilitation support services: 30 percent receive Social 
Security income, 20 percent have Medicaid coverage, 21 percent live in 
households receiving food stamps, and 6 percent live in public or 
subsidized housing (p. 6). 
Summary of the review of 
literature on evaluation of 
renabi1itation counselors 
The review of the literature has demonstrated that the 
qualitatively-defined practice of rehabilitation counseling is most 
commonly evaluated by quantitative outcome and process data. Although 
alternate criteria have been proposed, the number of clients 
rehabilitated remains the primary outcome criterion for measurement of 
counselor and agency effectiveness. Similarly, the case review 
procedures for evaluation of the rehabilitation process produce data 
on the number of client status changes in counselor and agency 
caseloads. 
Other methods and/or criteria for the evaluation of 
rehabilitation counselors or rehabi1itation counseling include (a) 
awarding counselor certification after verification of educational 
preparation, supervised internships or employment, acceptance of a 
code of ethics, and a passing score on the CROC examination; (b) 
feedback regarding client-consumer satisfaction with services 
received; and (c) the identification of unmet need by comparison of 
the number of people served with the number of disabled persons. 
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Part Three will 
counselors. 
describe the preparation of rehabilitation 
Part Three: Review of Selected Literature 
on Rehabilitation Counseling Education 
An introduction to rehabilitation counseling education and 
levels of training is followed by a review of selected literature on 
the faculty, agency clinical supervisors, students, and curricula of 
master's level Rehabilitation Counselor Education. Attention is given 
to the interest in competency-based instruction. 
Purpose and levels of training 
The primary purpose of education in rehabilitation counseling is 
to promote the effective delivery of rehabi1itation services. A 
concomitant purpose is to meet the manpower needs of public and 
private rehabilitation agencies by providing practitioners with the 
necessary knowledge and skills to provide disabled and/or 
disadvantaged persons assistance to achieve their maximum vocational, 
social, and personal functioning through the use of professionally 
recognized interactional skills and other appropriate services (CORE, 
1983a). 
According to Steger (1974), levels of training in an ideal 
system would parallel a career ladder: 
Prebaccalaureate education would provide an introduction to 
the variety of roles in the human services and develop 
basic skills, baccalaureate education would stress entry- 
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levpl ™'iHS!i,0na,1 competence..., education at the masters 
level would develop more complex, specialized skills surh 
edu ca°tTon wooldT*"* d"d Ration..., [and] doctoral 
eaucacion would be oriented to conceptually complex 
servicemSDlanninaS Hth6iry bu11din9» research, and broad service planning, development, and evaluation, (p. 17) 
The American Rehabilitation Counseling Association (ARCA) policy 
statement is firm in the position that the primary objective of 
graduate education is to prepare the student for entry into a lifelong 
professional role (1968, p. 31). In addition, ongoing professional 
development can and should be provided under the joint sponsorship of 
employing agencies, educational institutions, and professional 
associations (Sinick, 1977). 
The National Council on Rehabilitation Education (NCRE) reports 
there are approximately 29 colleges and universities with 
undergraduate rehabi1itation services programs, 75 colleges and 
universities with master's degree level programs, and 23 colleges and 
universities with doctoral level programs (1982). The master's degree 
level preparation of Rehabilitation Counselors is Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education. 
Rehabi!itation counselor 
education faculty 
From a survey of RCE program coordinators in the 1975-1976 
school year it was determined that full-time faculty teach an average 
of three courses per semester in addition to field supervision, and 
the program coordinator teaches two courses in addition to 
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administrative responsibilities. The program coordinators expressing 
greatest satisfaction are those with programs that had achieved 
departmental status and in which the majority of courses were taught 
by either full-time or part-time RCE faculty (Vandergoot & Lawrence, 
1978). 
Demographic data on the 101 faculty respondents in a 1973-1974 
project to design accreditation instruments for RCE programs include 
the following: 84 percent white, 85 percent male, 83 percent holders 
of doctorate degrees with a median age of 39; approximately half had 
been at their present institution in paid RCE employment for over five 
years, 42 percent were tenured faculty members, and 20 percent were 
full professors; a majority had some experience as vocational 
rehabilitation counselors; and over half were active in four or more 
professional organizations with 76 percent belonging to the National 
Rehabilitation Association (Reagles & Wright, 1974, p. 17). 
Agency clinical 
experience supervisors 
Although not employed by the RCE program, the agency clinical 
supervisors of students cooperatively provide an RCE training 
component. The 232 supervisors in a 1973-1974 project to design CORE 
accreditation instruments were described as follows: 54 percent had 
worked with students for three years or more, 68 percent had 
supervised four or more students in the preceding two years, and 67 
percent said they had received some training in supervision; 82 
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percent whites,, 74 percent male, with a median age between 35 and 36 
years; 86 percent had at least a master's degree and about half of the 
degrees were in rehabilitation counseling; approximately three 
quarters of the sample belonged to two or more professional 
organizations; and 51 percent had been employed by their present 
agencies for five years or more (Reagles & Wright, 1974, p. 20). 
Rehabilitation Counselor 
Education students 
Admission to an RCE program is nondiscriminatory with criteria 
taking into account factors other than academic predictors. For 
example, the applicant may be asked to demonstrate commitment to 
and/or suitability for the field by submitting evidence of paid or 
volunteer experience in human services, and/or clinical interviews and 
psychometric testing may be used to assess the applicant's potential 
for establishing facilitative interpersonal relationships. 
Eddy (1960) used the Strong Vocational Interest Blank to obtain 
data on the interests of 252 vocational rehabilitation counselors and 
75 trainees. It was determined that the inventoried interests of the 
male and female trainers, as well as counselors, may be used to 
differentiate them from other professionals and also from other 
persons in general (p. 207). In addition, Patterson (1962) studied 
the student selection process by giving a test battery including the 
Miller Analogies Test, the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 
Inventory, the Kerr-Speroff Empathy Test, and the Edwards Personal 
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Preference Schedule to 391 males and 154 females enrolled in RCE 
programs at twenty colleges and universities. Results suggested that 
both male and female students recruited and enrolled in the programs 
demonstrated characteristics similar to those enrolled in traditional 
counseling and other human service preparation programs: "the picture 
appears to be what one would expect in counselors—understandlng of 
others and their feelings" (p. 15). 
Demographic data on the 1,011 RCE students who participated in a 
1973-1974 project to design accreditation instruments include the 
following: with a median age between 25 and 26 years, 82 percent were 
white and 55 percent were male; a large proportion (69 percent) were 
at least generally aware of the orientation of their programs prior to 
entry; 71 percent were full-time students and 49 percent had graduate 
grade point averages of 3.6 or better; 35 percent majored in the 
social sciences; 34 percent were attending the same schools in which 
they obtained their undergraduate degrees and 28 percent had received 
some financial aid from RSA; a substantial number (49 percent) came to 
graduate school with histories of work experience in rehabilitation- 
related occupations, and 33 percent were presently employed in 
rehabi 1 itation-related settings; and the development of a professional 
identity was reflected in percentages ranging from seven to 48 who 
belonged to four or more professional organizations (Reagles <5 Wright, 
1974, pp. 18-19). 
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Rehabilitation C.ounselor 
Education curricula 
In addition to the essential rehabilitation knowledge and 
skills, RCE courses and practica are concerned with "inclusive methods 
and patterns of learning, professional attitudes and identification, 
and a critical, questioning and exploratory attitude" (ARCA, 1968, p. 
3). A systems analysis perspective gives attention to the 
interrelationships of variables imposing on the rehabilitation 
process: the client, the counselor, and the rehabilitation agency; 
and the family, the workplace, and the society (Crystal, 1981, p. 191). 
Development of curricula 
The qualifications for rehabilitation counselors in state 
agencies were established long before formal training programs were in 
existence and university programs were initiated without general 
agreement on the training needs of counselors (Whitten, 1957). The 
need for cooperation between rehabilitation educators and agency 
employers in an effort to develop relevant preparation programs and 
reduce practitioner role strain has long been recognized (Harrison & 
Lee, 1979 ; Muthard & Salomone, 1969; Zwillinger, 1979). Ideally, a 
responsible compromise is made between the assumption that what 
rehabilitation counselors are doing should be taught and the 
assumption that what rehabilitation educators are teaching should be 
done. Guidance for curriculum content has been provided by 
professional organizations: 
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1. The Professional Standards Committee of the National 
Rehabilitation Association (NRA) encouraged development of 
comprehensive rehabilitation training programs. They specified the 
need for “stronger graduate courses in such areas as medical aspects 
of disability, occupational information, placement, and community 
resources" (NRA, 1960, p. 27). 
2. In order to supplement the American Psychological and 
Guidance Association (APGA) statement of policy on the professional 
preparation and role of the counselor, ARCA issued a statement of 
policy on the professional preparation of rehabilitation counselors. 
Included in the ARCA proposal was the need for training in areas 
specific to rehabilitation: nature and problems of rehabilitation 
clients and rehabilitation settings, and supervised practicum 
experience in rehabilitation work settings. 
Colleges and universities have developed similar but 
nonstandardized curricula reflecting CORE accreditation standards and 
the particular objectives of the program. The missions of RCE 
programs vary: some are more oriented toward service in the state 
rehabilitation agencies than others; and some focus on the master's 
degree as terminal rather than encouraging doctoral studies. As long 
as the RCE programs are producing competent rehabilitation personnel 
according to their individualized missions, the variability among 
programs is healthy (Reagles & Wright, 1974, p. 8). 
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The preparation of a rehabilitation counselor requires two years 
of study, a substantial part of which is on a full-time basis (ARCA, 
1968). However, the required number of semester hours varies among 
programs and may also vary depending on the student's background. 
Either a Master of Science Degree or a Master of Education Degree may 
be awarded. For example, a student with an undergraduate degree in 
rehabilitation services, or a minor with at least 18 semester hours of 
rehabilitation courses, may graduate from Springfield College in 
Massachusetts with a minimum of 36 semester hours of credit; but the 
College also offers a 64 semester hour program for the student without 
previous rehabilitation education or experiences (Rehabilitation 
Counselor Training Program: Student Handbook, 1982). Students in 
both programs may elect to fulfill requirements for either a Master of 
Science or a Master of Education Degree, and the students in the 
64-hour program concurrently earn a certificate of advanced study. 
The shorter program can usually be completed in one summer and two 
semesters on a full-time basis, or in two years on a part-time basis; 
and it is possible to complete the 64-hour program in four full 
semesters and the equivalent of a semester in clinical training. 
Curricula components 
The curricula of RCE programs include core courses, clinical 
experience, and specialized offerings. 
Core courses. The basic courses of an RCE program include 
variations of the following: assessment of client needs, development 
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of counseling competencies, understanding of the rehabilitation 
process, and development of case management skills. 
Clinical experience. As required by the Commission on 
Rehabilitation Counselor Certification (CRCC), RCE curricula include 
600 hours of clinical practice supervised by a Certified 
Rehabilitation Counselor (CRC). The clinical practice sites are 
appropriate to the mission of the program and, where applicable, the 
agencies or facilities should be accredited or seeking accreditation 
by recognized bodies such as the Commission on Accreditation of 
Rehabilitation Facilities or the Joint Commission on Accreditation of 
Hospitals (CORE, 1983a, p. 15). A student generally participates in 
two or more placements, completing the 600-hour requirement by a full¬ 
time internship. The supervised clinical experience in rehabilitation 
settings provides the students with opportunities to test their 
aptitudes, knowledge, and counseling skills; to integrate diverse 
competencies; and to gain confidence in preparation for independent 
functioning. The students are given feedback on their performance and 
given an opportunity to question or criticize policy (English et al., 
1979). 
One student from the New York University rehabilitation program 
was accepted on an informal, voluntary, and part-time basis by a state 
vocational rehabilitation agency in 1949; and with the impetus of 
federal government support of rehabilitation training in the mid-1950s 
supervised field work programs were implemented nationwide (Warren, 
1957 ). Formal contracts between RCE programs, rehabi1itati on 
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agencies, and students delineate the responsibilities and rights of 
the college clinical supervisor, the agency clinical supervisor, and 
the student. The contract also demonstrates administrative commitment 
to the provision of a practical growth experience and reinforces the 
supervision of students as a valued part of the counselor's role and 
function (Atkins, 1981). 
Specialized offerings. Individual student needs are met by 
offering specialized courses and making available a variety of 
practica sites. The rationale for specialized programming includes 
the following: (a) Rehabilitation roles and functions vary; (b) with 
the increase in rehabilitation knowledge and tecnnology, the generic 
counselor is illequipped and ineffective; (c) clients differ in their 
needs, and (d) educators and programs differ in their interests and 
expertise (Cook & Cooper, 1981; Hedgeman, 1976; Housman, 1976; 
Hutchison & Cogan, 1974; McFarlane & DiPaola, 1979; Reagles, 1978; 
Sink & Porter, 1978; Thomas, 1982; Usdane, 1974). For example, while 
rehabilitation counselors are being adequately prepared for the 
private sector, there are deficiencies in the specific knowledge and 
skills relating to the functional aspects of the free enterprise 
system such as basic concepts of insurance or labor-management 
relations (McMahon, 1979; Sales, 1979; Matkin, 1981b). 
Specialized courses or concentrations train students to (a) work 
with specific disability groups such as alcoholics or physically 
disabled persons, (b) prepare for employment in particular settings 
such as public rehabilitation hospitals or private insurance 
63 
companies, and (c) to develop expertise in application of particular 
treatments such as behavior modification or affective counseling 
(Thomas, 1982). In addition, DeJong (1979), DeJong and Winker (1969), 
Ross (1979), Geist (1980), and Roessler (1981) have campaigned for a 
specialty to be called Independent Living Rehabilitation (ILR). In an 
effort coordinated with the university's special education department, 
a master's level ILR program was initiated at the University of 
Arkansas during the 1981-1982 year (Roessler, 1981). Students with 
basic training in rehabilitation take a block of ILR courses including 
recreation for special populations, adaptive physical education, home 
management and family living for disabled individuals, group home 
living and administration, and independent living and community 
adjustment. 
However, Thomas (1982) has criticized the trend toward 
specialization in preparation of rehabilitation practitioners: (a) It 
is debatable whether a large enough body of rehabi 1 itation-related 
knowledge exists about particular disability groups to warrant more 
than an additional course or two of preparation; (b) to specialize for 
particular work settings gives students an unrealistically narrow 
perspective on the profession; and (c) with specialization in 
particular treatments, a student may not be sufficiently aware of 
other strategies that would be equally or more effective given 
individual client characteristics and counselor capabilities. 
Identified curricula deficiencies can be corrected by the development 
of a specialized course and/or series of workshops (Baker & Lorenz, 
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1978; Gelst, 1980). Therefore, Thomas (1982) recommends consideration 
of the following before establishment of a specialized RCE program: 
Make sure that graduates are not locked into something that affords 
limited employment opportunities; and that other disability groups, 
work settings, life adjustment areas, theories and techniques are not 
ignored at the expense of specialization (p. 51). 
Competency-based instruction 
Anthony, Dell Orto, Lasky, Power, Shrey, and Spaniol (1977) 
proposed competency-based instruction for RCE. The fundamental 
components of competency-based instruction include specification of 
objectives in behavioral terms, focus on performance skills as well as 
knowledge, selection of instructional methods strictly as a means to 
the specified objectives, cri teri on-referenced assessments of each 
individual's mastery, and individualization in the selection of 
objectives and instructional methods (Steger, 1977, p. 261). Rubin 
(1978) outlined a competency-based curriculum for rehabilitation 
counseling: seven broad functional categories and a listing of 
courses that will presumably meet the program goal of student 
competency development. A partially completed model for assessing 
student competencies at the completion of training was presented (pp. 
84-85) with the comment that "eliminating the crudeness must be a 
future goal" (p. 81). While the categorical assignments may be valid, 
there is no specification of instructional methods. 
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Diamonti and Murphy (1977a, 1977b) point out that knowing 
components of a skill is not equivalent to artful performance; to 
provide time for individualized planning with students, there will be 
less emphasis on traditional courses; and when competency-based 
practice criteria are assessed some students will achieve mastery in 
fewer hours of on-site experience than is now required for counselor 
certification and program accreditation, and some students will take 
longer to achieve mastery than allotted in the present course 
structure. Diamonti and Murphy (1977b) argue that the setting of 
behavioral goals will stifle the growth of rehabilitation counseling 
education and distort the impact and contributions of peripheral 
disciplines. Although Steger (1977) recommends appropriate 
investigation to determine those areas of RCE that may be improved by 
competency-based instruction, he believes implementation of a 
competency-based program consistent with its basic concepts is too 
expensive and time-consuming for any existing program. No competency- 
based RCE program as conceptualized by either proponents or critics 
has been implemented. 
Summary of the review 
of literature on 
rehabilitation counseling 
education 
The review of the literature on rehabilitation counseling 
education has focused on the master's degree level preparation of 
students for the professional role of the rehabilitation counselor. 
There are approximately 75 RCE programs with similar but 
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nonstandardized curricula including core courses, clinical experience, 
and specialized offerings. A student may earn either a Master of 
Science Degree on a Master of Education Degree. 
The clinical component of the RCE curricula requires 600 hours 
of practical experience in a rehabilitation setting, supervised by a 
Certified Rehabilitation Counselor, and during which the student is 
expected to demonstrate growth in counseling competency. In addition 
to making available a variety of practice sites, individual student 
needs have been met by specialized courses or concentrations, work with 
particular disability groups in particular employment settings, or 
using particular techniques. The trend toward specialization at the 
program level has been criticized and caution is urged before 
implementation. Attention has also been given to the adoption of 
competency-based instruction for RCE, but no competency-based RCE 
program exists. 
Part Four will review selected literature on the evaluation of 
Rehabilitation Counselor Education programs. 
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Part Four: Review of Selected Literature 
on the Evaluation of Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education 
A statement of the purpose of evaluating Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education is followed by attention to data sources, 
criteria, and processes. Emphasis is placed on the formal program 
accreditation process of the Council on Rehabilitation Education. 
Purposes of evaluation, 
criteria, and data sources 
Program evaluation is a "systematic, continuous process of 
providing information about the value of a program for purposes of 
decision-making" (Spaniol, 1977 , p. 5). Although evaluation can serve 
other functions such as knowledge-building or the testing of theories, 
the major purpose of evaluating RCE programs is to provide information 
about the value of a program or programs for the purpose of decision¬ 
making. Whether or not evaluation is a continuous process is known 
only to the educators and constituents of individual programs. 
There may be multiple, nonexclusive purposes in any RCE 
evaluation effort (Spaniol, p. 6). For example, (a) a program 
justification purpose concerned with insuring conformity to 
accreditation standards or to applicable institutional policies, (b) a 
planning and policy analysis purpose concerned with comparing the 
program's data with its own previously collected data and data from 
other programs, and/or (c) an organizational development purpose 
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concerned with the relationship of the programs efforts to the 
program s mission and objectives. 
The criteria of RCE program evaluation are goal oriented and the 
m°St frequentl* used criteria are concerned with graduates' 
achievement: employment record, professional contribution, and/or job 
performance. Not only is the focus on graduates, but they are also 
sources of program evaluation information. Other sources include 
students, clinical supervisors, faculty, employers of graduates, 
practicing professionals, the business community, and disabled 
consumers of rehabilitation services (CORE, 1983, p. 12). 
Sel f-study 
Self-study is an internally-motivated, ongoing program 
evaluation followed by a planning and management sequence (Kells, 
1983, p. 8). Self-study of RCE programs is encouraged by COPA and 
CORE, but the process and results are infrequently reported in the 
1iterature. 
Geist, Hershenson, and Hafer ( 1975) surveyed the graduates of 
the rehabilitation counselor program at the Illinois Institute of 
Technology, a program that was initiated in 1966 and from which 41 
trainees graduated by December 1971. The purpose of the study was to 
gather descriptive data to determine the kinds of work performed after 
graduation, the graduates' professional effectiveness as perceived by 
themselves and by their supervisors, and the relation of aspects of 
the program to job effectiveness. Of the 39 graduates who could be 
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located, 37 responded to the initial mail questionnaire and data was 
computed on age, sex, parents' education and occupation, undergraduate 
education, academic grades in the RCE program and reasons for entering 
the program, other graduate education, current employment, and 
professional participation. A second questionnaire on job 
satisfaction was distributed to graduates and a satisfactoriness 
questionnaire to supervisors. Results included the following: All of 
the 34 respondents who were employed provided counseling and/or 
helping services (p. 308); 29 of the 31 who responded to the second 
questionnaire felt they performed their job well (p. 309); and most 
supervisors felt the graduates had received adequate training (p. 
311). The authors interpreted the specific analysis to conclude that 
undergraduate grade point average was not a recruitment predictor and 
that the competencies at which graduates perceived themselves most 
skillful had been earned primarily in field work. 
Geist (1976) presents data on the possible implications of 
Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) monies for rehabilitation 
counselor preparation programs. RCE was founded by RSA monies and 
continues to operate within the context of national economic and 
political influences. When data on RSA~based evaluation criteria were 
gathered for the Council of Rehabilitation Counselor Educators (CRCE), 
it was noted that the RSA has provided funds for faculty, support 
personnel, special recruitment programs, and traineeships. In 
addition, approximately half of the 3,000 students who graduated from 
rehabilitation programs from 1972-1974 were supported to some degree 
70 
by RSA traineeships. Graduates who received RSA traineeships were 
slightly more likely to obtain employment in programs funded by the 
state-federal system (73 percent) than were graduates who did not 
receive RSA support (65 percent). The findings were interpreted to 
indicate that the provision of traineeships with their implied "moral 
obligation" to work in the public system seems to be effective (p. 
157). With the percentage of total program budgets provided by 
university funds ranging from 10 to 100 percent, and a mean of 55.7 
percent (p. 157), the adequate operation of training programs is 
uniquely tied to the continuing availability of RSA support (p. 158). 
Dellario (1980 ) suggested that striving to meet state-federal 
personnel needs and to manage grant monies cost-effectively may reduce 
the programming necessary to meet the criteria of other evaluation 
orientations. 
However, "we must face reality. The majority of major self- 
study processes are related to accreditation" (Kells, p. 8). An 
established RCE program may be granted accreditation for periods of 
one to five years. The accreditation process is confidential and no 
studies on the results of individual evaluations are reported in the 
literature. However, Reagles and Wright (1974) provided a description 
of the 593 graduates of RCE programs in their study to develop a 
program accreditation mechanism. Demographic data included age, sex, 
etc., and it was noted, for example, that 87 percent of those employed 
worked in rehabilitation or related areas and 86 percent felt their 
RCE training had adequately prepared them for their jobs (p. 18). 
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The following study by Scorzelli ( 1979) was conducted in the 
transitional phase of changing the program at Northeastern University 
from one to two years to comply with accreditation standards. The 
study is notable because outcomes of a related decision-making process 
are reported. Of the 54 graduates of the program, 33 rated job tasks 
and functions on a four point scale of importance. The 87 job tasks 
categorized under 17 general rehabilitation counselor functions had 
been generated by a review of the literature and agency employees. 
The ratings of 55 nongraduate practitioners were used for comparison. 
The substantial overall agreement (correlation coefficient of .66 on 
general functions) supported the curriculum content of the program (p. 
184). When discussions with students and a CORE consultant revealed 
the program offered little opportunity for individualization, three 
specializations were developed and implemented (p. 186). 
Program accreditation 
The Council on Rehabilitation Education, Inc., is the 
accrediting body for master's degree programs in rehabilitation 
counseling. The accreditation of RCE programs is specialized 
accreditation and the CORE process is unique. 
Specialized accreditation 
Accreditation is a voluntary process conducted by peers in 
nongovernmental agencies that attempts, on a periodic basis, to hold 
one another accountable to the achievement of stated institutional or 
72 
program goals and to assess the extent to which the institution or 
program meets established standards (Kells, 1983, pp. 9-10). in 
comparison with institutional accreditation, specialized accredita¬ 
tion: (a) deals with programs; (b) is organized nationally; (c) 
relies heavily on standards —some of which may be quantitative; (d) 
gives attention to goal achievement, but focuses on the determination 
of those programs that meet standards of good practice in the field; 
and (e) increasingly relies on self-study (Kells, 1983, pp. 9-10). 
Because specialized accreditation of some programs such as RCE is 
linked to licensure or certification of practitioners and eligibility 
for certain federal funds it is no longer a purely voluntary 
enterprise (Harcleroad, 1983, p. 36). 
Rehabilitation professionals met in the summer of 1969 to 
discuss the need for an RCE accreditation process. CORE was formed in 
1971 and incorporated in the District of Columbia in 1972 (CORE, 1978, 
p. 6). There are two appointees from each of five major 
organizations: The American Rehabilitation Counseling Association, 
the National Council of State Administrators of Vocational 
Rehabilitation, the National Council on Rehabilitation Education, and 
the National Rehabilitation Counseling Association. The purpose of 
CORE accreditation of RCE programs is "to promote the effective 
delivery of rehabilitation services to individuals with disabilities 
by promoting and fostering continuing review and improvement of 
master's degree level RCE programs" (CORE, 1983a, pp. 1-2). 
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The Council on Postsecondary Education (COPA)--the most 
comprehensive education association in the country representing 
virtually every type of postsecondary education-was founded in the 
mid-1970s to coordinate and evaluate the accreditation activities of 
institutional and professional associations (Chambers, 1983). 
Approximately 50—of the 100 accrediting bodies nationwide—were 
recognized by COPA in 1982 (Young, Chambers, & Kells, 1983, pp. 
407-414). CORE has been recognized as the accrediting body for RCE 
programs since 1974 and is a member of COPA's Assembly of Specialized 
Accrediting Bodies and the Council on Specialized Accrediting Agencies 
(CORE, 1984a). 
The basic pattern of specialized accreditation procedures is 
common to nearly every specialized accrediting body: (a) standards or 
criteria for accreditation are established by the sponsoring 
organization, (b) the program candidate conducts a self-study 
according to those criteria and other rules of eligibility, (c) an 
on-site visit is conducted by peer educators, and (d) an accrediting 
decision is made by an accrediting commission or committee from the 
sponsoring organization (Glidden, 1983, pp. 193-194). "Only one 
recognized specialized accrediting body varies significantly from this 
basic pattern, the Council on Rehabilitation Education" (Glidden, 
1983, p. 194). 
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Council on Rehabilitation 
Education accreditation 
Unique among specialized accreditations. CORE is unique among 
accrediting bodies because its basic accreditation process does not 
require a site visit (Glidden, 1983, p. 194) and does require that 
employer evaluations of graduates' performance be used in making the 
accrediting decision (W. MacLeod, personal communication, March 10, 
1984). 
Rather than a required visit to the site of the applicant RCE 
program, CORE'S basic procedure collects detailed data for analysis. 
In addition, the CORE procedures provide for a site visit under 
specific conditions. As explained in the accredi tation manual (CORE, 
1983a), it is possible that the data available on the applicant are 
conflicting, ambiguous, or inadequate for assessing the program's 
compliance with enough standards on which to base a recommendation. 
In such a case, that fact and a listing of the standards involved will 
be reported to the RCE program's coordinator with a copy sent to the 
institution's chief administrative officer; and they will be informed 
that a site visit is necessary to complete the accreditation 
evaluation data collection. The purpose of a site visit is to test 
the evidence already available and to collect additional information 
sufficient for assessment. A site visit is conducted only if the 
program requests it and agrees to pay all expenses. A site visit 
request may also be made without initiative by the CORE Commission on 
Standards and Accreditation at any time prior to the accreditation 
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recommendation. If a site visit is made, at least one member of the 
0 
two or three team members must be a noneducator who represents 
employers and consumers of RCE program services. 
Although a consensus has been reached that all accreditation 
should focus primarily on educational outcomes, practice has been slow 
to catch up with theory (Glidden, 1983, p. 199). Employers of 
graduates are a source of information on a major outcome of 
professional preparation programs. Specialized accrediting bodies may 
encourage the input of employers of graduates in program self-study 
and CORE collects data from the employers of RCE graduates of 
applicant program. The ratings of graduates' performance from 
individual employer respondents are combined for analysis with 
descriptive information provided by the program coordinator and 
ratings of the program's operations, the quality of students, and/or 
the performance of graduates obtained from the program faculty, 
current students, the agency clinical supervisors of student interns, 
and recent graduates of the program. The CORE accreditation 
evaluation procedures are designed “to provide for objective and valid 
decisions and the best possible recommendations for program 
improvement" (CORE, 1983a, p. 10). 
Commission on standards and accreditation. The evaluation 
component of CORE is the Commission on Standards and Accreditation. 
There are 15 members who are appointed by CORE for staggered terms: 
five members from CORE, one from each of the sponsoring organizations; 
and five at-large members chosen from groups such as the general 
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public, minorities, handicapped consumers of rehabilitation services, 
and disciplines and agencies closely related to rehabilitation 
counseling. It is the Commission's responsibility to evaluate 
programs for their compliance with standards, to recommend to CORE the 
granting of recognition, and to ensure the evaluation procedures are 
effective, efficient, and fair. 
Data collection instruments. Two survey instruments are used to 
collect CORE accreditation evaluation data: the Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual Questionnaire 
for Employers of Graduates (Appendix A) and the Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual Questionnaire 
for Faculty, Students, Agency Clinical Experience Supervisors, and 
Graduates (Appendix B). The employer questionnaire asks the 
individual respondent employer to rate a graduate's performance of 110 
entry level rehabilitation counseling tasks in eight functional areas. 
Part I of the questionnaire used to collect data from faculty, 
students, agency clinical experience supervisors, and graduates asks 
the individual respondent to rate 90 program character!' sti cs or 
functions grouped into six sections. Part II of the questionnaire 
asks for ratings of graduates' preparation for performance of the 
tasks in the areas of the employer questionnaire as follows: faculty 
are asked to rate how well the applicant prepares graduates to 
perform; students are asked how well they are being prepared to 
perform; supervisors are asked how well the program prepares graduates 
to perform; and graduates are asked how well they were prepared to 
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perform the tasks, whether or not they have had an opportunity to 
perform them. 
The CORE questionnaires have been accepted as instrument 
validated by COPA. The CORE standards were developed by the process 
described in the first part of this chapter on rehabilitation 
counselor role and functions. In addition, research activity using 14 
of the 41 programs in the data base compared empirical and traditional 
methods of accreditation decision-making (Reagles & Wright, 1974). 
The 14 programs were evaluated for accreditation using a self-study 
report and a site visit. In order to establish a quasi-concurrent 
validity criterion other CORE commission members conducted program 
evaluations of the 14 programs without benefit of a site visit. When 
the descriptive program profiles prepared in both evaluations were 
compared, there was no evidence that the research approach to 
accreditation produces a different level of rating than that provided 
by the traditional approach (p. 22). Test-retest reliability was 
obtained from a correlational analysis of the initial scores of 47 
graduates and scores on questionnaires completed four months later: 
82 percent of the correlations were between .50 and .80 (pp. 22-23). 
There is no consensus among accrediting bodies on the meaning 
of the terms "validity" and "reliability," and a proposal has been 
submitted by COPA to the Foundation for the Improvement of 
Postsecondary Education to develop definitions based on the 
measurement concepts of content validity, the extent to which the 
program standards accurately embody the essential conditions or 
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indices of quality achievement; and procedural reliability, the extent 
to which all users of the standards are interpreting them consistently 
(COPA, 1983, 1984). 
Use of data analysis. The CORE review committee prepares a 
statement of the program's strengths and weaknesses. This report is 
sent to the program coordinator with an invitation to provide 
additional data that might complement the report or enhance its 
accuracy. Any additional program data is considered by the review 
committee in preparation for its final report to the CORE Commission 
on Standards and Accreditation. The program coordinator is notified 
of the scheduled Commission hearing on the report and the coordinator 
may notify CORE in writing of intent to institute program changes. 
The Commission develops a written evaluation of the program that 
concludes with a recommendation to CORE regarding recognition and the 
final decision is made at the annual CORE meeting. The results of 
CORE'S decision regarding recognition, recommendations for program 
improvement, and/or any conditions upon the recognition are announced 
in writing to the program coordinator and the institutional 
official(s) who signed the recognition application (CORE, 1983a, p. 9). 
Summary of the review of 
literature on evaluation of 
Rehabilitation Counselor Education 
The multiple, nonexclusive purposes of evaluating RCE provide 
information about the value of a program or programs for decision- 
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making. The criteria of RCE evaluation are goal-oriented and the most 
frequently used evaluation data are concerned with graduates' 
employment records, professional contributions, and/or job performance. 
Self-study of RCE programs is encouraged by COPA and CORE, but 
the process and results are infrequently reported in the professional 
literature. Major self-studies are generally related to the 
confidential program accreditation process. 
The accreditation of RCE programs is specialized accreditation 
and the CORE process is unique because no site visit is required and 
the accrediting body collects data from employers of graduates of 
applicant programs. The ratings of graduates' performance from 
individual employer respondents are combined for analysis and review 
with the following data: descriptive information provided by the 
program coordinator and ratings of the program's operations, the 
quality of the students and/or the performance of graduates by the 
program faculty, current students, agency supervisors of student 
interns, and recent graduates of the program. CORE provides the 
program coordinator with feedback received from the five groups of 
respondents, the results of the recognition decision, and 
recommendations for program improvements. 
The chapter will conclude with a summary of the literature 
reviewed in Parts One through Four. 
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Summary of the Review of 
Selected Literature 
Chapter II has reviewed selected literature on (a) the 
rehabilitation counselor role and functions, (b) the evaluation of 
rehabilitation counselors, (c) rehabilitation counseling education, 
and (d) the evaluation of Rehabilitation Counselor Education. 
After 30 years of discussion and research, differences of 
opinion exist among and between practitioners, educators, and 
employers when describing rehabilitation counseling as presently 
practiced or preferential ly conceptualized. However, regardless of 
the specific competencies or competency categories identified, there 
is a consensus that the rehabilitation counselor in a public agency or 
a private facility is expected to fulfill a professional role in 
assisting disabled and/or disadvantaged persons. 
Rehabilitation counseling practi ti oners are prepared in 
undergraduate and graduate programs. RCE is the preparation of 
rehabilitation counselors in approximately 75 master's degree level 
programs. Similar but nonstandardized curricula include basic core 
courses; supervised clinical experience; and specialized offerings on 
particular disability groups, employment settings, or counseling 
techniques. 
The purpose of evaluating RCE is to provide information about 
the value of a program or programs for decision-making. The criteria 
of RCE evaluation are goal-or i en ted and emphasize graduates' 
performance. No site visit is required for the accreditation of RCE 
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programs and the accrediting body collects ratings of graduates' 
performance from employers and ratings of graduates' preparation from 
faculty, students, agency clinical supervisors, and graduates. CORE 
provides the program coordinator with feedback on the evaluation of a 
program's preparation of graduates who can perform rehabilitation 
counseling tasks and fulfill the rehabilitation counselor role. 
The next chapter will describe the approach to be used in 
testing the study hypotheses concerning differences between 
evaluations of RCE graduates' preparation and performance. 
CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH APPROACH 
This chapter describes the research approach: the study design, 
sampling procedures and the samples, the methods of collecting and 
analyzing data on each program seeking accreditation, the methods of 
collecting and analyzing aggregate data on applicant programs in an 
evaluation period, and the means of comparing the aggregate data for 
two periods. 
Design of the Study 
Information on individual Rehabi1itation Counselor Education 
(RCE) programs seeking accreditation is collected and analyzed by the 
Council on Rehabilitation Education (CORE). Combined data on all the 
applicants in the 1980 and 1983 evaluation periods have been made 
available by CORE for research purposes. This study is a secondary 
analysis of selected CORE data to examine the differences between the 
evaluations of RCE program graduates' preparation and performance by 
the five groups of survey respondents in the two accreditation 
evaluation periods. 
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Sampling Procedures and the Samples 
This section will describe the sampling procedures and the 
samples for the RCE programs and the respondent groups. 
Program Sampling Procedure and Sample 
The number of RCE programs that apply for initial accreditation 
or re-accreditation varies from one CORE evaluation cycle to another. 
For example, there were 14 applicant programs in 1978-1979, 24 
applicant programs in 1979-1980, and 12 applicant programs in 
1982-1983. This study examines the CORE data on the RCE programs that 
applied for accreditation in two periods: 1982-1983, the most recent 
period for which information is available; and 1978-1980, a period for 
which information is available on a relatively large number of 
programs, but for which no annual breakdown of the data is available. 
The 1983 CORE data include information on the 12 RCE programs in 
the 1982-1983 accreditation evaluation cycle. The 12 applicant 
programs are 16.0 percent of the 75 RCE programs that were in 
existence in 1983. Because there was no 1979 meeting of the CORE 
Commission on Standards and Accreditation at which the applicant 
programs in the 1978-1979 cycle were formally granted recognition, the 
1980 CORE data is combined information on the 14 applicant programs in 
the 1978-1979 evaluation cycle and the 24 applicant programs in the 
1979-1980 evaluation cycle. The 38 RCE programs that applied for CORE 
accreditation in 1973-1980 are 54.3 percent of the 70 RCE programs 
that were in existence in 1980. 
84 
In order to safeguard the confidentiality of the accreditation 
process there is no identification of individual RCE programs in the 
aggregate CORE data, but the following descriptions of the program 
samples were provided by the Executive Directors of CORE in 
communication with Stano ( 1982 , p. 16) or in personal communication 
with this investigator (C. McGrath, March 10, 1984). Private and 
public colleges and universities are represented among both the 
1982-1983 and 1978-1980 applicants. The 12 programs included in the 
1982-1983 data are located in 9 states: California, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, New York, Nevada, Ohio, Rhode Island, Texas, and Wisconsin. 
The following five of the 10 Rehabilitation Services Administration 
(RSA) regions (Figure 1) are represented among programs in the 
1982-1983 data: Regions I, II, V, VI, and IX. Although the locations 
of the 1978-1980 applicants for accreditation were not identified, all 
RSA regions are represented among the 38 programs. 
Respondent Group Sampling Procedures and Sample 
The populations of interest are the groups of individuals who 
are asked to provide evaluations of RCE programs during the CORE 
accreditation process. The five selected groups are employers of 
recent graduates, recent graduates of RCE programs, students currently 
enrolled in RCE programs, agency clinical supervisors of RCE student 
interns, and RCE program faculty. 
The 1978-1980 data include evaluations received from 2,703 
respondents, an average of 71 respondents for each of the 38 programs, 
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and the 1982-1983 data include evaluations received from 797 
respondents, an average of 66 respondents for each of the 12 programs. 
Table 1 presents the number of respondents and the proportions of the 
total respondents from each of the five groups in each of the two 
evaluation periods. 
The students are a major portion of respondents in each 
evaluation period: 39 percent in 1978-1980 and 26 percent in 
1982-1983. In the earlier period, the current students outnumber the 
recent graduates 1,050 to 612; and in 1982-1983 there are 214 recent 
graduates and 209 current students. The change in proportion of 
student respondents reflects a change in the definition of the group: 
The students in the 1978-1980 data include any student currently 
enrolled in the applicant programs and the students in the 1982-1983 
data are only those currently enrolled students who have completed 
one-half of the degree coursework. 
In each evaluation period there are approximately one-third more 
graduates than employers. An explanation of the difference in 
proportions is that more than one recent graduate may be employed by a 
single rehabilitation agency employer. In each evaluation period 
there are more agency clinical supervisors than employers: four and 
one-half percent more in 1978-1980 and 11.8 percent more in 1982-1983. 
Although there is no way to tell whether the majority of graduates are 
employed in the same agencies that provide student internships, one 
explanation of the difference in proportions is that there is only one 
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Table 1.-Survey respondents, 1978-1980 and 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Respondent 
group 
1978-1980 
Percent of 
Number of total 
respondents respondents 
1982- 
Number of 
respondents 
1933 
Percent of 
total 
respondents 
Employers 403 14.91 137 17.19 
Graduates 612 22.64 214 26.85 
Students 1050 38.35 209 26.22 
Supervisors 421 15.58 153 19.20 
Faculty 217 8.03 84 10.54 
Total 2703 100.00 797 100.00 
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agency employer, but there may be more than one agency employee who 
supervises student interns. 
It is assumed that all questionnaire responses received by CORE 
are included in the data. Because there is no information available 
from CORE on the number of potential respondents to whom 
questionnaires were distributed in a given period, it is not possible 
to determine a survey response rate. However, a typical RCE program 
may have six faculty, 30 part-time and full-time students in the 
second half of their programs, and 27 agency clinical supervisors of 
student interns; and for this hypothetical RCE program there may be 33 
rehabilitation counselors who graduated in the preceding two years and 
are working for 24 rehabilitation agency employers. Had such a 
program with 120 potential respondents been included in the 1982-1983 
CORE data, the average of 66 survey respondents per program would be a 
55 percent response rate. 
Methods of Collecting and Analyzing 
Individual Program Data 
The descriptions of methods used by CORE to investigate 
information on individual accreditation applicants will be presented 
in two sections: collection of individual program data, and analysis 
of individual program data. 
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Collection of Individual Program Data 
An introduction to the CORE data collection instruments will be 
followed by descriptions of the evaluation instructions. 
Data collection instruments 
The data collected for review are of two basic types: 
descriptive information about the program provided by the RCE program 
coordinator; and evaluations of program operations, the quality of 
students, and the preparation and performance of program graduates 
provided by employers of graduates, the program coordinator and other 
faculty members, current students, agency supervisors of student 
interns, and recent graduates of the program (CORE, 1978, p. 9). The 
two survey instruments used by CORE to collect data are the 
Rehabilitation Counselor Accreditation Evaluation Individual 
Questionnaire for Employers of Graduates (Appendix A) and the 
Rehabilitation Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual 
Questionnaire for Faculty, Students, Agency Clinical Experience 
Supervisors, and Graduates (Appendix B). 
Data collection forms and process instructions are sent from the 
CORE office to the coordinator of the applicant program. The program 
coordinator completes the form providing descriptive information, 
distributes individual questionnaires, and sends a list of persons to 
whom the questionnaires were distributed to CORE for use in follow-up 
(CORE, 1978, p. 19). 
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The dataused to test the hypotheses are collected by the 
employer questionnaire and by Part II of the questionnaire for 
faculty, students, supervisors, and graduates. 
Evaluation instructions 
Ratings are requested of graduate preparation for and 
performance of 110 entry level rehabi 1 i tation tasks and the eight 
functional areas into which they are grouped. The instructions for the 
employer questionnaire ask an individual respondent to evaluate how 
well a recent graduate performs. The instructions for Part II of the 
questionnaire used by the other four selected groups ask for 
evaluations of graduate preparation as follows: A graduate is asked 
to evaluate how well he or she was prepared, whether or not there has 
been an opportunity to perform; a student is asked to evaluate how 
well he or she is being prepared to perform; and a faculty member or 
clinical supervisor is asked to evaluate how well the program prepares 
graduates. 
The evaluation instructions for task and area items are the same 
for all respondents. First, the 110 performance tasks are to be rated 
as follows: "weak" where performance is "particularly weak," "strong" 
where performance is "particularly strong," and "don't know" when not 
enough information is available to reach a judgment. The respondent 
is asked to make no response for a task where performance is neither 
particularly "strong" nor particularly "weak." Secondly, having 
assessed the performance tasks in a particular area the respondent is 
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asked to rate.the area overall. The eight areas of graduate 
preparation and performance are to be rated using the following scale: 
"1—very inadequate," "2—less than adequate," "3~adequate," "4-more 
than adequate," "5--very adequate," and "DK—don't know" when not 
enough information is available to reach a judgment. There is no 
mention of a nonresponse in the instructions for the area items. 
In addition, respondents are asked to note that a low rating on 
a particular task is not necessarily a negative reflection on the 
program being evaluated. It is explained that each counselor 
preparation program has different emphases and the accreditation 
evaluation by CORE considers how well the program meets its own 
mission and objectives. 
Analysis of Individual Program Data 
Description of the methods used by CORE to analyze individual 
program data will be presented in two sections: analysis of task 
ratings and analysis of area ratings. 
Analysis of task ratings 
For each of the 110 task items there are two analyses: (a) 
"weak," "strong," and "don't know" responses by each group as a 
proportion of total item responses by the group; and (b) total "weak," 
"strong," and "don't know" responses by all respondents as a 
proportion of total item responses. 
91 
Table 2 is a sample CORE analysis of data on the first five 
tasks in Area 1 for an RCE program with 75 survey respondents: six 
faculty, 28 students, 19 clinical supervisors, 17 graduates, and five 
employers. The 339 "weak," "strong," and "don't know" ratings of the 
first five tasks in Area 1 range from 66 for Task 4 to 69 for each of 
Tasks 1 and 2. All five employers provided a response for each task 
item. Given the CORE questionnaire instructions, it can be implied 
that the 36 absences of an item response by individuals in the other 
four groups are assessments of graduate preparation as being neither 
"particularly weak" nor "particularly strong." There is, however, no 
way to determine whether the nonresponses are evaluations of the five 
task items, or whether survey respondents have unintentionally 
overlooked the items or intentionally not responded to particular task 
items for some other reason(s). 
Analysis of area ratings 
For each of the eight area items the initial two analyses are 
similar to the task analyses: (a) ratings "1," "2," "3," "4," and "5" 
by each group are calculated as a percent of total area ratings by the 
group, and (b) total ratings "1" through "5" are calculated as a 
percent of total item responses. Next, means are calculated for the 
ratings by faculty, students, clinical supervisors, graduates, 
employers, and total respondents. Selected ratings are combined for 
analysis: the "less than adequate" ratings "1" and "2," and the "more 
"4" and "5." Each combined total is calculated than adequate" ratings 
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as a percent of total area ratings. Lastly, the "don't know" 
responses are separately analyzed: "don't know" responses by each 
group and by total respondents are calculated as a percent of total 
area responses. 
Table 3 is a sample CORE analysis of Area 1 ratings for an RCE 
program with the same 75 survey respondents that were used in the 
Table 2 example. Area ratings and/or "don't know" responses have been 
provided by all six of the faculty, 26 of the 28 students, 16 of the 
19 clinical supervisors, 16 of the 17 graduates, and four of the five 
employers. There is no explanation for the seven nonresponses. For 
example, there were 26 student responses: six rated their preparation 
"3--adequate," eight rated their preparation "4~more than adequate," 
11 rated their preparation "5—very adequate," and one student gave a 
"don't know" response. The eight "more than adequate" ratings are 32 
percent of the total ratings, the 11 "very adequate" ratings are 44 
percent of the total ratings, and the 19 combined "more than adequate" 
and "very adequate" ratings are 76 percent of the 25 ratings. The 
single "don't know" response is 3.8 percent of the 26 total responses. 
Methods of Collecting and Analyzing 
Aggregate Evaluation Data 
The descriptions of the methods used to investigate aggregate 
program data will be presented in two sections: the collection and 
initial analysis of data by CORE, and the secondary analysis of the 
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CORE data to ,test the hypotheses of this study and facilitate 
interpretation of the results. 
Collection and Initial Analysis of Data by CORE 
Aggregate evaluation data for any evaluation period may be 
compiled and analyzed by CORE. The task and area item ratings and 
"don't know" responses that have been collected by CORE on the 
applicant programs in a given period are combined: for each item, 
responses in each category by faculty, students, supervisors, 
graduates, employers, and also by all survey respondents are combined 
to produce aggregate distributions of task and area evaluations. The 
combined data distributions are analyzed using the same methods 
described in the preceding section on analysis of individual program 
data. 
Aggregate data for the 1982-1983 and 1978-1980 evaluation 
periods were produced and released by CORE for research purposes. 
Table 4 presents a selected portion of the CORE analysis of the total 
task ratings for the combined 1978-1979 and 1979-1980 applicants; and 
Table 5 presents a selected portion of the CORE analysis of the total 
area ratings for the combined 1978-1979 and 1979-1930 applicants. 
Although not all survey respondents provide a response for each task 
and area item of the individual data collection instruments, there is 
no identification of item nonresponses in the Table 4 and Table 5 CORE 
data. 
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Secondary Analysis of Aggregate Evaluation Data 
This section will describe the methods used to provide data for 
testing the hypotheses and for interpreting the research findings. 
Secondary analyses are made of the aggregate CORE evaluation data for 
the 1982-1983 evaluation period which includes data on the 12 
applicant programs in the 1982-1983 cycle, and for the 1978-1980 
evaluation period which includes combined data on the 38 applicant 
programs in the 1978-1979 and 1982-1983 cycles. For each of the two 
evaluation periods, employer evaluations of graduates' performance are 
compared with evaluations of graduates' preparation by each of four 
other groups of CORE survey respondents: graduates, students, 
clinical supervisors, and faculty. Descriptions of the methods for 
secondary analysis of the CORE evaluation data are presented in three 
sections: analyses of total area ratings in each of two evaluation 
periods, analyses of total task ratings in each of the evaluation 
periods, and comparisons of the data for the two periods investigated. 
Analysis of total area ratings 
Descriptions of the methods for examination of aggregate area 
ratings in each of the evaluation periods will be given in the order 
that the data are determined and/or presented: the number of group 
responses to area items, comparison of the proportions of "more than 
adequate" ratings by employers with the proportions of more than 
adequate" ratings by each of the four other groups; the number, 
magnitude, and direction of the significant differences between area 
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ratings; and the area item evaluation rate of each respondent group. 
The number of 1982-1983 survey responses and comparisons of 
proportions of ratings in that period are provided in Appendix C, 
comparable data for 1978-1980 are provided in Appendix E, and the 
other findings are presented in Chapter IV tables. 
Number of responses by a group 
Because not all respondents provide a response for each area 
item, nonresponses are calculated for each group of respondents. The 
total responses by a group to an area item are subtracted from the 
known total of survey respondents for that group. For example, there 
are seven employers who did not respond to the Area 1 item 
in 1982-1983: 137-(2+18+60+47+3)=7. 
"Very inadequate," "less than adequate," and "adequate" ratings 
are combined for reporting. For example, there are 20 "adequate or 
less" ratings of the Area 1 item by employers in 1982-1983: 
2+0+18=20. In addition, "more than adequate" and "very adequate" 
ratings are combined for reporting. For example, there are 107 "more 
than adequate" employer ratings of the Area 1 item: 60+47=107. 
The number of "don't know" responses are taken directly from the 
CORE data. For example, there are three employers who gave "don't 
know" responses for the Area 1 item in 1982-1983. 
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Proportion of "mpre than 
adequate" ratings by a group 
The proportion of more than adequate" ratings by a respondent 
group is calculated two ways and each proportion of "more than 
adequate ratings of graduates' performance by employers is compared 
with the proportion of 'more than adequate" ratings of graduates' 
preparation by each of the four other groups. 
Calculations of proportions. The number of "more than adequate" 
area item ratings by a group of survey respondents is calculated as 
(a) a proportion of the total area item ratings by the group, and (b) 
a proportion of the total area item nonresponses, ratings, and "don't 
know" responses by the total group survey respondents. The second 
proportion of "more than adequate" ratings as a proportion of total 
survey responses can also be described as the proportion of total 
survey respondents providing "more than adequate" ratings of the area 
item. For example, the 107 "more than adequate" ratings of the Area 1 
item by the 137 employers who responded to the survey in 1932-1983 are 
(a) 84.3 percent of the total ratings by employers: 
__107__ = 107 = .843 x 100 = 34.3 percent; and 
(2+0+13) + (60+477 ITT 
(b) 78.1 percent of the total survey responses to the area item by 
employers: 
107 = 107 = 78i x 100 = 78.1 percent. 
7+127+3 ITT 
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In addition, the 107 employers providing "more than adequate" ratings 
of the Area 1 item are 78.1 percent of the total group respondents. 
Comparison of proportions. Yates corrected chi-square (Fleiss, 
1973) is used to compare the proportion of "more than adequate" 
ratings by employers with the proportion of "more than adequate" 
ratings by each of the four other groups. For example, using the 
total number of 1982-1983 survey respondents in each group as a base, 
the employers by graduates chi-square of 7.2 is calculated using the 
following data: 
Employers 
Graduates 
The significance of each difference in proportion of "more than 
adequate" ratings is determined by entering a distribution of 
chi-square table with one degree of freedom at the .01 and .05 levels 
of significance. For example, the employers by graduates chi-square of 
7.2 is significant at the .01 level (7.2 > 6.635). 
All "More than 
other adequate" 
responses responses 
by the group by the group 
30 107 
77 137 
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Number, magnitude, and 
direction of significant 
differences between area ratings 
An examination of the comparisons of proportions of "more than 
adequate area ratings in each of two evaluation periods provides 
information for testing of the hypotheses and interpretation of the 
findings. 
Number of significant differences between area ratings. For 
each evaluation period, a table identifies significant differences 
between the ratings of graduates' performance by employers and the 
ratings of graduates' preparation by each of four other groups. The 
data are reviewed to determine the total number of significant 
differences between ratings, the number of significant differences by 
area, and the number of significant differences by respondent group. 
Magnitude and direction of significant differences between area 
ratings. For each evaluation period, a table with the proportions of 
"more than adequate" ratings by employers also gives the magnitude and 
direction of the differences in proportions of "more than adequate" 
ratings by each of four other groups. For example, 84.3 percent of 
the 1982-1983 ratings of the Area 1 item by employers are "more than 
adequate" and 67.5 percent of the ratings by graduates are "more than 
adequate." The listing of the 84.3 percent of "more than adequate" 
ratings by employers followed by "-16.8**" in the graduate column 
indicates the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings by graduates 
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is smaller than the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings by 
employers, the proportion is smaller by a difference of 16.8, and the 
difference in proportions is significant at the .01 level. The data 
on the magnitude and direction of significant differences between area 
ratings are used to calculate the mean of the significant differences 
by area and by respondent group. 
Evaluation rates of 
respondent group 
For each of the two evaluation periods, the number of area item 
ratings provided by each group is determined prior to calculating the 
area evaluation rates of the respondent groups. 
Area ratings and "nonratings". The number of area ratings and 
"nonratings" are determined for each of the following groups: 
employers, graduates, students, clinical supervisors, faculty, and 
total survey respondents. The number of respondents in each group is 
followed by the number of "don't know" responses, the number of 
nonresponses, and the total number of ratings provided by the group 
members for the eight area items. For example, the 137 employers who 
responded to the CORE questionnaire in 1982-1983 provided 973 area 
ratings and 123 "nonratings" (76 "don't know" responses and 47 
nonresponses). In addition, the low and high number of responses in 
each category are identified by area and a mean response rate for the 
category is calculated. For example, the 76 "don t know responses by 
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employers range from a low of one for the Area 2 item to a high of 33 
for the Area 5 item. The mean "don't know" response rate is 9.5. 
Evaluation rate for area items. In order to determine the 
evaluation rate for area items it is first necessary to calculate the 
maximum number of ratings that can be provided by a respondent group: 
the number of ratings if each group member provides a rating for each 
of the eight area items. For example, with 137 employers responding 
to the 1982-1983 questionnaire, it is possible to receive 1,096 
employer ratings: 137 x 8 = 1,096. An evaluation rate is then 
calculated by dividing the number of ratings by the respondent group 
by the number of possible ratings and multiplying by 100. For 
example, the 1982-1983 evaluation rate of the employer group is 88.8 
percent: 
^2^. = .888 x 100 = 88.8 percent. 
Analysis of total task 
ratings 
Descriptions of the methods for examination of aggregate task 
ratings in each of two evaluation periods will be given in the order 
that the data are determined and/or presented: number of group 
responses to task items; comparison of the proportion of "strong" 
ratings by employers with the proportion of strong ratings by each 
of the four other groups; and the number, magnitude, and direction of 
the significant differences between the task evaluations. The number 
of 1982-1983 survey responses and comparisons of proportions of 
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ratings in that period are provided in Appendix D, comparable data for 
1978-1980 are provided in Appendix F, and the other findings are 
presented in Chapter IV tables. 
Number of responses by a group 
Because not all respondents provide a response for each task 
item, nonresponses are calculated for each group of respondents. The 
total responses by a group to a task item are subtracted from the 
known total of survey respondents for that group. For example, there 
are 14 employers who did not respond to Task 16 in Area 2 in 1982-1983: 
137 - (3 + 101 + 19) = 14. 
The number of "weak" ratings, "strong" ratings, and "don't know" 
responses are taken directly from the CORE data. For example, three 
employers evaluated graduates' performance of Task 16 in Area 2 to be 
"weak," 101 employers evaluated graduates' performance to be "strong," 
and 19 gave "don't know" responses. 
Proportion of "strong" 
ratings by a group 
The proportion of "strong" ratings by a respondent group is 
calculated two ways and each proportion of "strong" ratings of 
graduates' performance by employers is compared with the proportion of 
"strong" ratings of graduates' preparation by each of the four other 
groups. 
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Calculation of proportions. The number of "strong" task item 
ratings by a group of survey respondents is calculated as (a) a 
proportion of the total "weak" and "strong" ratings of the task items 
by the group, and (b) a proportion of task item nonresponses, ratings, 
and "don't know" responses by the group survey respondents. The 
second proportion of "strong" ratings as a proportion of total survey 
responses can also be described as the proportion of the total group 
survey respondents providing "strong" ratings of the task item. For 
example, the 101 "strong" ratings of the Task 16 item in Area 2 by the 
137 employer respondents in 1982-1983 are 
(a) 97.1 percent of the "weak" and "strong" ratings by employers: 
101 = 101 = .971 x 100 = 97.1 percent; and 
3 + 101 TOT 
(b) 73.7 percent of the survey responses to the area item by employers: 
101 = 1°7 = .737 x 100 = 73.7 percent. 
14+104+14 T37 
In addition, the 101 employers rating Task 16 in Area 2 "strong" are 
73.7 percent of the total employer survey respondents. 
Comparison of proportions. Yates corrected chi-square (Fleiss, 
1973) is used to compare the proportion of "strong" ratings by 
employers with the proportion of "strong" ratings by each of the four 
other groups. For example, using the total number of 1982-1983 survey 
respondents in each group as a base, the employers by students 
chi-square of 1.1 is calculated using the following data: 
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All other "Strong" 
responses responses 
by the group by the group 
Employers 36 101 
Students 67 142 
The significance of each difference in proportions of "strong" 
ratings is determined by entering a distribution of chi-square table 
with one degree of freedom at the .01 and .05 levels of significance. 
For example, the employers by students chi-square of 1.1 is not found 
to be significant at the .05 level (1.1 < 3.841). 
Number, magnitude, and direction 
of significant differences 
between task ratings 
An examination of the comparisons of the proportions of "strong" 
task ratings in each of two evaluation periods provides information 
for the testing of the hypotheses and interpretation of the findings. 
Number of significant differences between task assessments. 
For each evaluation period a table identifies the significant 
differences between the ratings of graduates' performance by employers 
and the ratings of graduates' preparation by each of the four other 
groups. The data are reviewed to determine the total number of 
significant differences between ratings; the number of significant 
differences by task; and the number of significant differences with 
the graduate, student, clinical supervisor, and faculty respondents. 
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Magnitude and direction of significant differences between task 
ratings. For each evaluation period, separate tables with data on 
graduates, students, clinical supervisors, and faculty give the 
proportion of "strong" ratings by employers and the magnitude and 
direction of the differences in proportion of "strong" ratings by the 
other survey respondents. For example, 40.9 percent of the 1982-1983 
employer survey responses to the Task 10 item in Area 3 were "strong" 
ratings and 54.7 percent of the graduate survey responses to the same 
item on the questionnaire were "strong" ratings. The graduate table 
listing of the 40.9 employer percent is followed by "+13.8*" to 
indicate that the proportion of graduates providing "strong" ratings 
is larger than the corresponding employer proportion, the proportion 
is larger by a difference of 13.8, and the difference is significant 
at the .05 level. The data on the magnitude and direction of 
significant differences between task ratings are used to calculate the 
mean of the significant differences by the respondent group. 
Methods of Comparing Aggregate 
Data for Two Evaluation Periods 
Selected differences between the findings of the 1982-1983 and 
1978-1980 data analyses are identified and compared. 
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Comparison of the Numbers and Magnitudes 
of Significant Differences between 
Ratings in Two Periods 
The significant differences between area and task ratings of 
graduates' performance by employers and ratings of graduates' 
preparation by graduates, students, clinical supervisors, and faculty 
in 1982-1983 are compared with the corresponding differences between 
the evaluations of the eight area items and the 110 task items in 
1978-1980. 
Comparison of the numbers 
and magnitudes of significant 
differences between area ratings 
in two periods 
For each of two evaluation periods, the following are provided 
for comparison: the number of significant differences for each of the 
eight area items and the rank of the number, and the mean of the 
significant differences for each area item and the rank of the mean. 
For example, in 1982-1983 there are five significant differences 
between the ratings of the Area 1 item by employers and the ratings by 
each of four other groups. The number of significant differences 
ranks 4.5 from the top in the distribution of significant differences 
for the eight areas. The mean difference is 13.42 which ranks seventh 
out of eight. 
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Comparison of the numbers and 
magnitudes of significant 
differences between task 
ratings in two periods 
For each evaluation period, the number of significant 
differences between task ratings and the mean of the significant 
differences are provided for comparison. For example, there are no 
differences significant at the .01 or .05 levels between the 1982-1983 
ratings of Task 7 in Area 1, but there are three significant 
differences between the ratings of the same item in 1978-1980 and the 
mean of the significant differences is 7.17. The number of 
significant differences for each group are rank ordered and the means 
of the significant differences are rank ordered. For example, there 
are 124 significant differences between the task ratings by employers 
and the ratings by graduates in 1978-1980, and the mean of the 
significant differences is 10.37. The 124 differences rank second 
highest and the 10.37 mean ranks third highest. Also compared are the 
significant differences between evaluations in which (a) the 
proportions of "strong" ratings by the four other groups are smaller 
than the proportion of "strong" ratings by employers, and (b) the 
proportions of "strong" ratings by the four other groups are larger 
than the proportion of "strong" ratings by employers. 
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Comparison of the Area Item Evaluation Rates 
of the Respondent Groups in Two Periods 
The area item evaluation rates of employers, graduates, 
students, clinical supervisors, and faculty in 1982-1983 and 1978-1980 
are compared by rank ordering the rates from highest to lowest. For 
example, the employers' evaluation rate for area items of 88.8 in 1983 
ranks third highest in the distribution of the five respondent group 
rates. 
Research Approach Summary 
After it was established that the study is a secondary analysis 
of CORE evaluation data for the 1982-1983 and 1978-1980 accreditation 
evaluation periods, the program and respondent group samples were 
described. Examples complemented the descriptions of the methods used 
for the collection and analysis of (a) evaluation data on individual 
RCE program applicants for accreditation, and (b) aggregate evaluation 
data on the total RCE program applicants in a CORE evaluation period. 
The methods of determining significant differences between area 
ratings and between task ratings were separately described: (a) the 
methods for determination of significant differences between the 
proportion of "more than adequate" ratings of graduates' performance 
in eight functional areas by employers and the proportions of "more 
than adequate" ratings of graduates' preparation by graduates, 
students, clinical supervisors, and faculty; and (b) the methods for 
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determination of significant differences between the proportion of 
"strong" ratings of graduates' performance of 110 tasks by employers 
and the proportion of "strong" ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of the other four groups. 
Attention then was given to the techniques for analysis of the 
number, magnitude, and direction of the significant differences 
between area and task ratings in each of the two periods. In 
addition, the method of calculating the evaluation rates for area 
items of the five respondent groups was described. The chapter 
concluded with the procedures for comparison of selected differences 
and similarities in the analysis of corresponding data in the 
1982-1983 and 1978-1980 CORE accreditation evaluation periods: the 
numbers, magnitudes, and directions of the significant differences 
between area ratings and task ratings; and the evaluation rates for 
area items by the employers, graduates, students, clinical 
supervisors, and faculty. 
The next chapter will provide and describe the research results. 
CHAPTER IV 
DATA ANALYSES AND DESCRIPTIONS OF FINDINGS 
This chapter provides analyses of the Council on Rehabilitation 
Education accreditation evaluation data on Rehabilitation Counselor 
Education program applicants in two periods. The findings are 
presented and described in three parts: analysis of the 1982-1983 
CORE data, analysis of the 1978-1980 CORE data, and comparison of the 
analyses of CORE data for the two periods. 
Part One: Analysis of 1982-1983 CORE Evaluation Data 
The 1982-1983 CORE accreditation evaluation data were treated to 
determine whether there are differences between the employer 
evaluations of RCE graduates' performance and the evaluations of 
graduates' preparation by each of the four other respondent groups. 
This part will separately present and describe the analyses of 
functional area ratings and performance task ratings. 
Analysis of the 1982-1983 Area Ratings 
The first hypothesis to be tested states that for each of the 
eight functional areas into which the tasks of the Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual Questionnaires 
113 
114 
are grouped, the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings (combined 
more than adequate and very adequate" ratings) by employers of how 
well graduates perform will differ from the proportion of "more than 
adequate" ratings (combined "more than adequate" and "very adequate" 
ratings) by 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1932-1983 Council on 
Rehabilitation Education accreditation evaluation prepare 
graduates to perform. 
The 1982-1983 area ratings by employers are compared with the 
ratings by each of the other four groups: 32 comparisons of "more 
than adequate" ratings as a proportion of the total area item ratings 
and 32 comparisons of "more than adequate" ratings as a proportion of 
the total area item nonresponses, ratings, and "don't know" responses 
by the group survey respondents. Findings of significant differences 
between the ratings of area items by the respondent groups, the 
magnitude and direction of the significant differences between the 
ratings, and the differences between the evaluation rates of the 
respondent groups will be presented and described before making a 
decision to accept or reject the hypothesis. 
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Number of significant differences 
between respondent groups on 
area ratings 
The differences between the proportion of "more than adequate" 
ratings of graduates' performance in functional areas by employers and 
the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings of graduates' 
preparation by each of the four other groups that are significant at 
the .05 and .01 levels are presented in Table 6. There is a failure 
to find a significant difference between area ratings in 41 percent or 
26 of the 64 comparisons, but the failures are outnumbered by the 38 
significant differences between ratings in 59 percent of the 
comparisons. There are 19 significant differences with "more than 
adequate" ratings as a proportion of the total area ratings and there 
are also 19 significant differences with "more than adequate" ratings 
as a proportion of the total group survey respondents. Of the 38 
significant differences, 30 represent pairs of differences with the 
same groups as a percent of total item ratings and as a percent of 
total survey respondents, and eight are differences in one of the two 
comparisons. For example, of the five significant differences between 
ratings of the first area item, four are with graduates and clinical 
supervisors in each of the two group comparisons and the one with 
students is between "more than adequate" ratings as a proportion of 
total ratings. 
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Table 6. Areas with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of four other groups, 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area 
"More than adequate" 
ratings as a percent of 
total item ratings: 
"less than adequate," 
"adequate," and "more 
than adequate" ratings 
"More than adequate" 
ratings as a percent 
of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
1. Interpretation 
of Evaluations G s c G c 
2. Planning and 
Case Management G s c G S C f 
3. Career and 
Vocational 
Counseling 
4. Personal and 
Social 
Counseling 
9 
G s c 
c 
G s c 
5. Job Development 
and Placement G C c 
6. Community 
Resources 
Utilization G S 9 s 
7. Recording and 
Reporting G S C s c 
8. Professional 
Participation and 
Development 
/ 
G S G S C f 
g Graduate ratings difference 
p = .05 
s Student ratings difference 
p = .05 
c Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p = .05 
f Faculty ratings difference 
p = .05 
G Graduate ratings difference 
p = .01 
S Student ratings difference 
p = .01 
C Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p = .01 
F Faculty ratings difference 
p = .01 
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Number of significant differences 
by functional area 
Of the eight comparisons of group ratings in each area, the 
number of significant differences ranges from seven in Area 2 
(Planning and Case Management) and six in both Area 4 (Personal and 
Social Counseling) and Area 8 (Professional Participation and 
Development) to three significant differences in Area 5 (Job 
Development and Placement) and two in Area 3 (Career and Vocational 
Counseling). In the planning and case management area only the "more 
than adequate" ratings by faculty as a proportion of total ratings by 
the group are not significantly different from the corresponding 
proportion of area ratings by employers. In contrast, there are only 
two significant differences in the career and vocational counseling 
area: with graduates using the total group ratings as a base; and with 
clinical supervisors using the total area item nonresponses, ratings, 
and "don't know" responses as a base. 
Number of significant differences 
by respondent group 
Of the 16 comparisons of area ratings by employers with ratings 
by each of the four other groups, there are 13 significant differences 
with graduates, 11 significant differences with students, 12 
significant differences with clinical supervisors, and two significant 
differences with faculty. The three failures to find a significant 
difference with graduates in Area 3 (Career and Vocational 
Counseling), Area 5 (Job Development and Placement), and Area 7 
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(Recording and Reporting) use total group survey respondents as a 
base; and the two significant differences with faculty in Area 2 
(Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management) and Area 8 (Professional 
Participation and Development) also use survey respondents as a base. 
Magnitude and direction of significant 
differences between area ratings 
Table 7 presents the differences between the 1982-1983 ratings 
of graduates' performance by employers and the ratings of graduates' 
preparation by each of the four other groups. In all of the 
significant differences the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings 
by graduates, students, clinical supervisors, or faculty is smaller 
than the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings of the area items 
by the employers. 
The magnitude of the significant differences ranges from a 
difference with students in Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling) 
that is 10.2 below the 81.0 percent of the total area item responses 
by employers that is "more than adequate" to another difference with 
students using survey respondents that is 22.2 below the employer 
proportion of 63.6 in Area 8 (Professional Participation and 
Development). 
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Magnitude of significant differences 
by functional area 
Of the significant differences between ratings in each of the 
eight areas, the mean of the differences ranges from a high of 19.37 
for the six significant differences in Area 8 (Professional 
Participation and Development) to a low of 12.23 for the six 
significant differences in Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling). 
Magnitude of significant differences 
by respondent group 
The magnitude of differences between the area ratings of 
graduates' performance by the employers and ratings of graduates' 
preparation by each of the other four groups is as follows: the mean 
of the 13 significant differences with graduates is 16.06, the mean of 
the 2 significant differences with faculty is 15.85, the mean of the 
12 significant differences with clinical supervisors is 14.67, and the 
mean of the 11 significant differences with students is 14.25. 
Number of area ratings and 
the area evaluation rates" 
of the respondent groups" 
Ratings of the area items are distinguished from "nonratings" 
("don't know" responses and nonresponses) in order to determine the 
area evaluation rates of the groups who responded to the CORE 
questionnaires in the 1982-1983 program evaluations. 
Number of area ratings 
by respondent group 
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The numbersof "nonratings" and ratings of area items by 
employers, graduates, students, clinical supervisors, faculty, and 
total survey respondents are shown in Table 8. In addition, the 
number of low and high responses within the functional areas and the 
mean of the responses for each rating and "nonrating" ("don't know" or 
nonresponse) are provided. 
In comparison with the 5,647 area ratings by the 797 survey 
respondents, there are 393 "don't know" responses and 336 nonresponses 
to area items. There is an average of 49.1 "don't know's" for the 
area items and an average of 42.0 nonresponses. Only among the survey 
responses by the 214 graduates do the nonresponses outnumber the 
"don't know's": 99>25. For each of the six groups the fewest ratings 
are provided for Area 5 (Job Development and Placement) and, 
conversely, in no area are "nonratings" provided more frequently than 
for the job development and placement area: Only the number of 
faculty "don't know" responses and the nonresponses by graduates and 
students exceed the item "nonratings" by the employer respondents. 
There is more variation in the areas receiving the highest number of 
ratings and the lowest number of "nonratings," but the highest number 
of ratings by the groups of survey respondents is in Area 4 (Personal 
and Social Counseling). Only Area 6 (Community Resources Utilization) 
received neither the highest nor the lowest number of area item 
responses in any category by any respondent group. 
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Table 3.-Number of area ratings by employers, graduates, students 
lJfl51?Q«SrnDrVlSOrS' taCulty* and tota1 survey respondents; 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Respondent 
group 
Number of 
respondents 
i Number of "nonratings" 
"Don't know" Nonresponse 
Number of 
ratings 
Employers 137 Total 76 47 973 
Low 1.0 (Area 2) 1.0 (Area 8) 93.0 (Area 5) 
High 33.0 (Area 5) 11.0 (Area 5) 134.0 (Area 8) 
Mean 9.5 5.9 121.6 
Graduates 214 Total 25 99 1,588 
Low 1.0 (Areas 1, 
2,7) 
7.0 (Area 8) 191.0 (Area 5) 
High 9.0 (Area 5) 18.0 (Area 3) 205.0 (Area 7) 
Mean 3.1 12.4 198.5 
Students 209 Total 89 73 1,510 
Low 6.0 (Area 4) 4.0 (Area 2) 176.0 (Area 5) 
High 16.0 (Area 5) 18.0 (Area 3) 197.0 (Area 4) 
Mean 11.1 9.1 183.8 
Clinical 
Supervisors 
153 Total 103 81 1,040 
Low 5.0 (Areas 2, 
4, 7) 
4.0 (Area 1) 111.0 (Area 5) 
High 27.0 (Area 5) 15.0 (Areas 3 
a 5) 
140.0 (Area 1) 
Mean 12.9 10.1 130.0 
Faculty 84 Total 100 36 536 
Low 7.0 (Area 1) 2.0 (Area 8) 62.0 (Area 5) 
High 16.0 (Area 8) 0.0 (Area 5) 73.0 (Area 4) 
Mean 12.5 4.5 67.0 
Total 797 Total 393 336 5,647 
Low 26.0 (Area 4) 27.0 (Area 8) 633.0 (Area 5) 
High 99.0 (Area 5) 65.0 (Area 5) 732.0 (Area 4) 
Mean 49.1 42.0 705.9 
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Area evaluation rates of 
the respondent groups 
The area evaluation rates (percent of survey respondents who 
provide area item ratings rather than "nonratings") of the five 
respondent groups and the total survey respondents are given in Table 
9. The highest area evaluation rate of 92.8 percent is by the 214 
graduate respondents who provided 1,588 ratings of their preparation 
in functional areas among their 1,712 survey responses. In 
comparison, 79.8 percent of the 672 faculty respondents provided 536 
ratings of the graduates' preparation in functional areas. 
Acceptance of Hypothesis One 
There are many and varied differences between the ratings by 
employers of graduates' performance in eight functional areas and the 
ratings of graduates' preparation by graduates, students, clinical 
supervisors, and faculty in the 1982—1983 CORE evaluations. 
A majority of the differences between the proportions of "more 
than adequate" ratings of the area items by employers and the 
proportions of "more than adequate" ratings by each of the four other 
groups of CORE questionnaire respondents are significantly different 
at the .01 or .05 levels: Of the 64 comparisons testing components of 
the hypothesis there are 38 significant differences between ratings 
and in each of the significant differences the proportion of "more 
than adequate" ratings by graduates, students, clinical supervisors, 
or faculty is smaller than the proportion of "more than adequate" 
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Table 9.—Area evaluation rates of employers, graduates, students, 
clinical supervisors, faculty, and total survey respondents; 
1982—1983 CORE evaluations 
Respondent 
group 
Number of 
respondents 
Total items 
(respondents 
x 8 areas) 
Number 
of 
ratings 
Group 
evaluation 
rate 
Employers 137 1,096 973 88.8 
Graduates 214 1,712 1,588 92.8 
Students 209 1,672 1,510 90.3 
Clinical 
Supervisors 153 1,224 1,040 85.0 
Faculty 84 672 536 79.8 
Total 797 6,376 5,647 88.6 
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ratings by the employers. In addition, differences have been 
identified in the number of significant differences by functional area 
and by respondent group, and in the magnitude of the significant 
differences by functional area and by respondent group. For example, 
the number of significant differences between ratings ranges from two 
in the career and vocational counseling area to seven in the area 
concerned with interpretation of various client evaluations, the 
number of significant differences among the 15 comparisons of ratings 
by each group ranges from two with faculty to 13 with graduates, the 
mean of significant differences ranges from 12.23 in the personal and 
social counseling area to 19.37 in the professional participation and 
development area, and the mean of the significant differences by group 
ranges from 14.25 for students to 16.06 for graduates. In addition, 
the area evaluation rate ranges from 79.8 percent of the faculty 
respondents to 92.8 percent of the graduate respondents. 
Analysis of the 1982-1983 Task Ratings 
The second hypothesis states that for each of the 110 
performance tasks of the Rehabilitation Counselor Education 
Accreditation Evaluation Individual Questionnaires, the proportion of 
"strong" ratings by employers of how well graduates perform will 
differ from the proportion of "strong" ratings by 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
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(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1982-1983 Council on 
Rehabilitation Education accreditation evaluation prepare 
graduates to perform. 
The 1982-1983 task item evaluations by employers are compared 
with the evaluations by each of the other four groups: 440 
comparisons of "strong" ratings as a proportion of the total "weak" 
and "strong" ratings and 440 comparisons of "strong" ratings as a 
proportion of item nonresponses, ratings, and "don't know" responses 
by the total group survey respondents. Findings of significant 
differences between the respondent groups on the task ratings and the 
magnitude and direction of the significant differences will be used in 
making a decision to accept or reject the second hypothesis concerning 
1982-1983 CORE data. 
Number of significant differences 
between respondent groups on 
task ratings 
Significant differences at the .01 and .05 levels of probability 
between the evaluations of graduates' performance of 110 rehabilita¬ 
tion counseling tasks by their employers and the evaluations of 
graduates' preparation by each of the four other groups are presented 
in Tables 10.1 to 10.8 (Table 10.1 provides information on the 12 
tasks in the first area, Table 10.2 provides information on the 19 
tasks in the second area, etc.). Significant differences between task 
ratings by employers and those by graduates, students, clinical 
Table 10.1.-Tasks with significant differences between employer ratines of 
per^rnance and raT^gs of graduates* preparation by 
each of four other groups, Area 1 (Interpretation of Medical 
ofUns?°lOsn rnord1' ^°Ctt1ona' Evalnations for Individual Clients) 
of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
1:1 s c 
1:2 
1:3 S 
1:4 g s 
1:5 G s 
1:6 
1:7 
1:8 G S 
1:9 G S 
1:10 G c S F 
1:11 G S f 
1:12 g s 
g Graduate ratings difference p< .05 G Graduate ratings difference pc.01 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 S Student ratings difference pc .01 
c Clinical supervisor ratings C Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p< .05 difference p<.01 
f Faculty ratings difference p< .05 F Faculty ratings difference p<.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining a client's readiness for a particular type of counseling approach, 
rehabilitation service or employment 
2. evaluating client's stated need to determine if the service which the client is 
requesting is appropriate 
3. evaluating information about a client's problems to determine a counseling 
approach that might help a client adapt to a setting or situation 
4. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in 
relation to rehabilitation planning 
5. providing integrated medical information to the client 
6. seeking information to assess the psychological implications of the individual's 
words or actions as related to his/her disability 
7. assessing a client's past adjustment to the work world 
8. Interpreting the results of individual intelligence tests 
9. interpreting the results of personality inventories 
10. interpreting the results of group intelligence, aptitude and achievement tests 
11. Interpreting the results of vocational interest inventories 
12. preparing abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions 
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Table 10.2.—Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of, four other groups. Area 2 (Rehabilitation Planning and 
Case Management for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
“Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
2:1 s F 
2:2 
2:3 9 
2:4 G S f 
2:5 s 
2:6 
2:7 9 
2:8 
2:9 G S 
2:10 G S 
2:11 9 
2:12 G S c G s C 
2:13 s 
2:14 
2:15 S c F 
2:16 9 s 
2:17 s S c F 
2:18 G s g s c f 
2:19 
s 
g Graduate ratings difference p<.05 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 
c Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 
f Faculty ratings difference p<.05 
G Graduate ratings difference 
S Student ratings difference 
C Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference 
F Faculty ratings difference 
p<.01 
p< .01 
p< .01 
p<.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining the appropriateness of service requested by or for a client 
2. deciding the adequacy of Information for making client related decisions 
3. determining appropriate resources available to Implement the rehabilitation 
4. selecting clients to participate In a group counseling situation 
5. deciding the amount of time necessary for counseling sessions or client s 
decision-making process , . , 
6. determining If a client's situation warrants referral to special resources 
7. consulting with experts in a particular field, prior to developing a tra ning or 
educational program, to determine potential for final placement of the client in 
8. participating In a joint discussion with client in order to help arrive at a 
g. «"<«• to b, provided .bed . cl 1 ent 
,0. 3g^SSr« t5* S r.«M(.l for terminating renabi,nation 
11. obtaining understanding about a client's preferred ser.ieels) and on the 
respective responsibilities involved in obtaining service(s) 
12. reaching an understanding about the agency s financial responsibilities for the 
13. securing Information1about the existence, onset, severity and expected duration 
14. devel op! niMn termed! ate* rehabilitation objectives for a client during a 
15. revieiingCcaseenotes and supportive documentation from transferred case in order 
to carry out further rehabilitation activities 
16 evaluating Information about client’s training programs 
17 interpretation of program rules and procedures to a client or significant 
probable consequences of pursuing the plan 
Table 10.3.—Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
9rfJu«es‘ Performance and ratings of graduates'^repaSon Jy 
each of four other groups. Area 3 (Career and Vocational 
Counseling for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 COSE evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a ! 
percent of total Item 
ratings: "weak" and i 
“strong" ratings 1 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: itern non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
3:1 G 
3:2 
3:3 G s 
3:4 G 
3:5 
3:6 9 s 3:7 g 
3:3 G s 
3:9 
3:10 9 s 
Graduate ratings difference pc.05 
Student ratings difference p<.05 
Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 
Faculty ratings difference p<.05 
Graduate ratings difference p<.01 
Student ratings difference p<.01 
Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference pc.Ol 
Faculty ratings difference p<.01 
Tasks: 
1. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation procedures for a particular client 
2. determining level and type of training or educational program with a client 
3. evaluating client participation in or benefits being received from education, 
training or other program service in order to initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications 
4. helping an employed client identify job adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
5. promoting a client's understanding of his/her vocational strengths and 
weaknesses; integrating the interpretation of vocational, psychological, and 
social evaluative reports as necessary 
6. securing information to determine a client's vocational skills, aptitudes and 
Interests 
7. assisting a client regarding vocational plans when they appear unrealistic 
8. assessing the impact of cultural-ethnic and socioeconomic factors on client's 
vocational goals 
9. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational choice with evaluative 
Information 
10. advising a client regarding the need for ambulatory/mobi1ity techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope with the job 
Table 10.4. Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of.four other groups. Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling 
for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total Item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: Item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
4:1 G S 
4:2 
4:3 
4:4 G S 
4:5 9 s F 
4:6 
4:7 
4:8 
4:9 G s 
4:10 G S 
4:11 9 
4:12 
4:13 9 
4:14 G 
4:15 
4:16 G S s 
4:17 G S c c 
4:18 G S 
4:19 
4:20 
4:21 G s 
p<.01 
p<,01 
pc.01 
pc.01 
g Graduate ratings difference p<.05 
s Student ratings difference pc.05 
C Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 
f Faculty ratings difference p<.05 
G Graduate ratings difference 
S Student ratings difference 
C Clinical supervisor ratings 
di fference 
F Faculty ratings difference 
Tasks: 
1. planning group counseling sessions and formulating overall objectives for the 
group 
2. Identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for interviewing or 
counseling , . . , , . . 
3. Identifying significant person(s) in the client s life who may be helpful in 
resolving problems _ „ .. 
4. leading a weekly group counseling session focussed on adjustment and/or 
vocational problems 
5. providing adjustment counseling and facilitating necessary life changes in 
dealing with a degenerative disability 
6. maintaining a counseling relationship . „i,tinntMn 
7. assisting clients to a deeper understanding of themselves and their relationship 
with others . 
8. developing a facllltative counseling relationship 
9 engaging in a mutual determination on the nature and goals of counseling 
lo'. assisting a client with crisis resolution 
11 assisting In facilitating a needed change In a cl lent-fami ly relationsh p 
12 encouraging a client with a specific problem to take problem-solving action 
13 encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of services being provided 
14 assisting the client to develop the ability to cope 
\l ISSuwlMU'«..u« t«r .iMbinttes m a scheme,. 
17 describl'ng™w1th Informed consent, the effect of a client's disability and 
present needs and progress to parents or guardian(s) 
18 facilitating a client's cooperation in diagnostic procedures ,niiPMes 
19 seeking Information to determine a client's conflicts tensions and anxieties 
20 assisting the Individual to Identify and verbalize need for services 
21 discussing placement plans with client and staff members o community facility 
to alleviate client's fears regarding placement at the facility 
Table 10.5.--Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
^c 'of6? PerIranCe 3nd r3t1n9s of graduates^preparltion Jy 
each of four other groups, Area 5 (Job Development and 
Placement for Individual Clients) of 1932-1983 COPE evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
5:1 9 
5:2 
5:3 G c 
5:4 g c 
5:5 G 
5:6 g 
5:7 g 
5:8 
5:9 G 
5:10 G s C f 
5:11 G c 
5:12 g 
g Graduate ratings difference p<.05 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 
c Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 
f Faculty ratings difference p<.05 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
f 
f 
s c f 
s 
G s f 
s f 
s 
G Graduate ratings difference p<.01 
S Student ratings difference p<.01 
C Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.01 
F Faculty ratings difference p<.01 
Tasks: 
1. procure information from the community on the existence of businesses and 
industries 
2. determine the occupational classifications within businesses and industries in 
the community 
3. Identify and contact employers to actively develop and/or identify job 
opportunities for rehabilitation clients 
4. evaluate job activities through the use of task analysis inventories and job 
analysis schedules to determine aid in job modification and restructuring 
5. provide education and/or training of prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational implications, the use of assistive devices, job 
accomodation and facility services 
6. assist employers to Identify, modify and/or eliminate architectural, procedural 
and/or attitudinal barriers to the employment and advancement of disabled 
1ndividuals 
7. review vocational, physical and social related data to determine client job 
readiness for competitive employment 
8. teach appropriate job seeking and retention skills, as needed, for competitive 
employment 
9. conduct individual and group counseling to facilitate work adjustment 
10. establish follow-up and/or follow-along procedures for disabled clients who are 
In competitive or other employment settings 
11. reading materials pertinent to the evaluation of labor market trends 
12. providing an inquirer with detailed information about vocational rehabilitation 
and the service programs it encompasses 
e 10.6. Tasks with ^3"’f*cant differences between employer ratings of 
elch of /nnr orn Ce and ratings of graduates1 preparation by 
of 1982-1983 C0RErevaluat1onsea 6 (C°'m’UnUy Resources Utilization) 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong11 ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
6:1 G S 
6:2 
6:3 s s c F 6:4 G s G S C F 6:5 G S 
6:6 9 
6:7 
6:8 g s c 
6:9 
6:10 G 
6:11 
6:12 s 
6:13 G S 
6:14 
6:15 9 s 
6:16 
6:17 G S 
6:18 9 S 
6:19 G S 
9 Graduate ratings difference p<.05 G Graduate ratings difference P<.01 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 S Student ratings difference p<.01 
c Clinical supervisor ratings C Clinical supervisor ratings 
dlfference p< .05 dlfference p<.01 
f Faculty ratings difference p<.05 F Faculty ratings difference p<-01 
Tasks: 
1. determining appropriate resources for providing family services 
2. conferring with liaison personnel at other community service agencies 
3. exchanging information with other service providers involved with the client 
4. explaining the purpose of specific programs, facilities or Institutions 
5. arranging genetic counseling for a client as recommended by a medical 
professional 
6. referring client to a school or college setting for necessary coursework 
7. referring clients to community volunteer groups that provide needed resources 
8. contacting a resource to whom a client Is being referred to determine mutual 
responsibilities 
9. referring client to work adjustment center or rehabilitation facility 
10. referring to, and assisting client to deal with, those agencies or individuals 
that provide financial assistance 
11. providing information regarding availability of medical, dental or other 
services 
12. contacting liaison person to arrange for the acceptance of a client by the 
resource center 
13. arranging a learning or reality-testing experience for a client in the 
community 
14. determining whether rehabilitation centers or facilities, sheltered workshops, 
and other educational or training sites within an area provide viable 
occupational training 
15. consulting with representatives of community agenices In order to provide 
expertise In relation to the vocational problems of the disabled 
16. seeking to improve those conditions that impede the successful rehabilitation of 
clients with a specific disability 
17. working with community members in developing and implementing programs to 
Improve social, vocational, educational and employment opportunities for the 
disabled 
18. maintaining regular contacts and attending scheduled meetings to promote 
cooperative efforts with representatives of other programs, halfway houses and 
comnunity agencies that provide services to clients with a specific disability 
19. providing Information regarding agency programs to current and potential 
referral sources 
Table 10.7.—Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of four other groups. Area 7 (Recording and Reporting 
for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total Item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
7:1 
7:2 
7:3 G S g s C f 
7:4 9 s 
7:5 F 
Graduate ratings difference p<.05 G Graduate ratinqs difference p< .01 
Student ratings difference p< .05 S Student ratinqs difference P< .01 
Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 
C Clinical supervisor ratinqs 
difference pc. 01 
Faculty ratings difference pc.05 F Faculty ratings difference pc .01 
Tasks: 
1. developing a rehabilitation plan with a client 
2. preparing a summary report, detailing and synthesizing individual's vocational 
aptitudes/interests, work evaluation report, intelligence, academic achievement, 
etc. 
3. informing a client of reasons for denial of services 
4. writing a surnnary report on a rehabilitation plan 
5. maintaining a surmary of information obtained during visits with a client or a 
client's family for the case record 
Table 10.8.—Tasks with significant differences between employer rations of 
earn of fo P<?r °ma"C<? a"d rJt'"9s of graduates'prep*ru?onby 
each of four other groups, Area 8 (Professional Participation 
and Development) of 1932-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
“strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
8:1 
8:2 
8:3 G 
8:4 G 
8:5 G 
8:6 
8:7 
8:8 g 
8:9 G 
8:10 G 
8:11 G 
8:12 
C 
9 Graduate ratings difference p< .05 G Graduate ratings difference P<.01 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 S Student ratings difference pc .Jl 
c Clinical supervisor ratings C Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 difference P<.01 
f Faculty ratings difference p<.05 F Faculty ratings difference pc.01 
Tasks: 
1. participating in appropriate professional organizations 
2. involvement in current issues affecting the profession and/or client 
populations 
3. assisting in the preparation of legislative proposals to be considered cn the 
state, or possibly federal, level 
4. self-initiating or participating in agency-initiated research or evaluation 
projects 
5. participating actively in regularly scheduled meetings in program area 
6. learning application of agency policies and procedures by reading manuals, case 
records and other materials 
7. reviewing agency's rules to determine requirements for employment and promotion 
8. determining methods to assess problems involved in delivering services to 
rehabilitation clients 
9. consulting with staff development specialists to establish and coordinate 
training efforts 
10. disseminating information about the program through community participation, 
speeches, correspondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, radio and TV 
programs 
11. participating actively in training conferences and in-service training sessions 
12. sharing information gained at training sessions with colleagues who did not 
attend 
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supervisors, and faculty are found in 23 percent or 202 of the 830 
comparisons testing the hypothesis. Of the 202 significant 
differences, 114 are with "strong" ratings as a proportion of total 
"weak" and "strong" ratings and the remaining 88 are with "strong" 
ratings as a proportion of the total task item nonresponses, "weak" 
and "strong" ratings, and "don't know" responses. 
Number of significant differences 
by performance task and area 
Of the eight comparisons of group ratings for each task, the 
number of significant differences ranges from one to six. There is at 
least one significant difference between the group ratings for 75 
percent or 82 of the 110 tasks. Of these 82 tasks, 22 have only one 
significant difference. There are only two failures to find a 
significant difference among the eight comparisons for the following 
six tasks: two tasks in the planning and care management area (Task 
12: reaching an understanding about the agency's financial responsi¬ 
bilities for the client's rehabi1itation, and Task 13: reviewing 
active case files periodically to monitor quality of case recording). 
Task 4 in the community resources utilizations area (explaining the 
purpose of specific programs, facilities, or institutions), Task 3 in 
the recording and reporting area (informing a client of reasons for 
denial of services), and two tasks in the professional participation 
and development area (Task 9: consulting with staff development 
specialists to establish and coordinate training efforts, and Task 11: 
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participating actively in training conferences and in-service training 
sessions). 
In addition, there are one to six significant differences for 
each of the 12 tasks in Area 5 (Job Development and Placement) and 
there are one to six significant differences for 92 percent or 11 of 
the 12 tasks in Area 8 (Professional Participation and Development). 
At the other end of the continuum there are significant differences 
for only 60 percent or three of the five tasks in Area 7 (Recording 
and Reporting) and for 63 percent or 12 of the 19 tasks in Area 4 
(Personal and Social Counseling). 
The number of significant differences among the comparisons of 
task ratings in each of the functional areas is as follows: 20 among 
96 in Area 1 (Interpretation of Evaluations), 36 among 152 in Area 2 
(Planning and Case Management), 11 among 80 in Area 3 (Career and 
Vocational Counseling), 25 among 168 in Area 4 (Personal and Social 
Counseling), 28 among 96 in Area 5 (Job Development and Placement), 30 
among 152 in Area 6 (Community Resources Utilization), 9 among 40 in 
Area 7 (Recording and Reporting), and 43 among 96 in Area 8 
(Professional Participation and Development). 
Number of significant differences 
by respondent group 
Of the 220 comparisons of the ratings of graduates' preparation 
for rehabilitation tasks by each of four groups and the ratings of 
graduates' performance by their employers, there are differences 
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between the groups in the number of significant differences with 
employers and the percentage of comparisons that are significantly 
different. There are 76 significant differences with the graduate 
group (58 with total ratings and 18 with total survey respondents) and 
also 76 with the student group (45 with total ratings and 31 with 
total respondents). For each of these two groups significant 
differences are found in 34.5 percent of the 220 comparisons. There 
are significant differences in 27 or 12.3 percent of the comparisons 
of task ratings by clinical supervisors with those by employers (eight 
significant differences with total ratings and 19 with total 
respondents) and significant differences in 23 or 10.5 percent of the 
faculty-employer comparisons (two with total ratings and 21 with total 
respondents). 
Magnitude and direction of significant 
differences between task ratings by 
employers and each of four groups- 
The magnitude and direction of differences between task ratings 
by each of the four other groups and employers in the 1982-1983 CORE 
evaluation are presented in 32 tables: one table for the ratings of 
the performance task items in each of the eight functional areas by 
each of the groups compared with employers. The findings of 
significant differences between the ratings by employers and the 
ratings by graduates, students, clinical supervisors, and faculty are 
separately described. 
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Magnitude and direction of significant 
differences with'graduates 
The magnitude and the direction of each difference between task 
ratings by the graduates and by employers are given in Tables 11.1 to 
11.8. The mean of the 76 significant differences is 16.59. In 69 of 
the 76 significant differences the proportion of "strong" ratings by 
graduates is smaller than the proportion of "strong" task ratings by 
employers and the mean of these significant differences is 16.70, and 
the mean of the seven significant differences in which the graduate 
proportion of "strong" ratings is larger than the employer proportion 
of "strong" ratings is 15.43. 
The proportion of "strong" ratings by graduates in all 
significant differences in the following four areas is smaller than 
the corresponding proportion of "strong" ratings by employers: 11 
among the 38 comparisons in Area 2 (Rehabilitation Planning and Care 
Management), 12 among the 38 comparisons in Area 6 (Community 
Resources Utilization), three among the 10 comparisons in Area 7 
(Recording and Reporting), and 13 among the 24 comparisons in Area 8 
(Professional Participation and Development). 
Magnitude and direction of significant 
differences with students 
The magnitude and direction of each difference between task item 
ratings by the students and by the employers are given in Tables 12.1 
to 12.8. The mean of the 76 significant differences is 15.10. In 61 
Table 11.1.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 1 
(Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social, Vocational Evaluations 
for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong1 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
“Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
1:1 95.9 -5.7 86.1 -4.3 
1:2 95.9 -1.3 85.4 
-4.1 
1:3 96.6 -4.2 83.9 + 1.1 
1:4 92.5 -10.1* 71.5 -1.4 
1:5 84.3 .0 51.1 +21.8** 
1:6 92.8 -2.9 75.2 +4.2 
1:7 94.6 -3.2 76.6 + 2.8 
1:8 78.4 -11.4 42.3 + 15.6** 
1:9 77.6 -10.0 38.0 +17.6** 
1:10 86.8 -22.4** 43.1 +9.2 
1:11 93.3 -6.2 61.3 -14.4** 
1:12 87.8 -12.5* 57.7 -2.1 
- smaller proportion of “strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p<.05 
** P< .01 
Tasks: 
1. determining a client's readiness for a particular type of counseling approach, 
rehabilitation service or employment 
2. evaluating client's stated need to determine if the service which the client is 
requesting is appropriate 
3. evaluating information about a client's problems to determine a counseling 
approach that might help a client adapt to a setting or situation 
4. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in 
relation to rehabilitation planning 
5. providing integrated medical information to the client 
6. seeking information to assess the psychological implications of the individual's 
words or actions as related to his/her disability 
7. assessing a client's past adjustment to the work world 
8. Interpreting the results of individual intelligence tests 
9. Interpreting the results of personality inventories 
10. Interpreting the results of group intelligence, aptitude and achievement tests 
11. interpreting the results of vocational interest inventories 
12. preparing abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions 
Table 11.2.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation,tasks in Area 2 
(Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management for Individual 
Clients)'of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings; "weak" and 
“strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: 1 tern non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
2:1 95.2 -.1 86.1 -4.8 
2:2 93.4 +2.2 83.2 ♦2.4 
2:3 95.0 -8.5* 82.5 -7.7 
2:4 85.7 -31.0** 48.2 -7.1 
2:5 86.9 -8.9 67.9 -6.7 
2:6 96.6 -1.4 82.5 +1.6 
2:7 89.4 -11.0* 61.3 -.1 
2:8 98.3 -1.9 86.1 + .8 
2:9 94.1 -23.8** 53.4 -4.2 
2:10 91.4 -15.5** 62.0 -3.1 
2:11 97.1 -9.8* 72.3 -8.3 
2:12 90.9 -21.8** 65.7 -17.6** 
2:13 95.4 -1.7 75.9 +7.3 
2:14 87.7 -8.4 51.8 +8.9 
2:15 95.6 -4.5 79.6 -3.0 
2:16 97.1 -9.4* 73.7 -3.6 
2:17 96.6 -6.1 82.5 -6.8 
2:18 90.1 -20.3** 66.4 -13.6* 
2:19 93.8 -3.2 77.4 -5.0 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining the appropriateness of service requested by or for a client. 
2. deciding the adequacy of information for making client related decisions. 
3. determining appropriate resources available to implement the rehabilitation 
pi an. 
4. selecting clients to participate in a group counseling situation. 
5. deciding the amount of time necessary for counseling sessions or client's 
decision-making process. . , 
6. determining If a client's situation warrants referral to special resources. 
7. consulting with experts in a particular field, prior to developing a training or 
educational program, to determine potential for final placement of the client In 
8. participating In a joint discussion with client in order to help arrive at a 
mutually acceptable rehabilitation plan. . . 
9. negotiating an agreement on alternative services to be provided when a client 
has been refused a requested service. ,, 
10. negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) for terminating rehabilitation 
cprvi /"pe 
11. obtaining understanding about a client's preferred service(s) and on the 
resDective responsibilities Involved in obtaining service(s). 
12. reaching an understanding about the agency's financial responsibilities for 
13. securing Sforaatlon’about the existence, onset, severity and expected duration 
14. developlngNntermedlat^rehabl 11 tation objectives for a client during a 
15. reviewin^case6notes and supportive documentation from transferred case In order 
to carry out further rehabilitation activities. 
8: S !£££ ET5U * 
probable consequences of pursuing the plan. 
Table U.3.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates1 performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 3 (Career 
evaluatio'°na Counsel'ng for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, rati ngs, and 
"don't know" responses 
T dsk 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
3:1 93.6 
-15.8** 64.2 + 1.2 
3:2 94.0 
-6.7 68.6 +2.0 
3:3 93.8 
-13.1** 66.4 -5.7 
3:4 92.2 -19.4** 60.6 + .6 
3:5 95.3 
-7.0 73.7 +3.9 
3:6 95.3 -1.0 74.5 +10.5* 
3:7 96.2 -8.8* 73.0 + 1.3 
3:8 86.4 
-19.9** 55.5 -3.6 
3:9 96.1 
-5.1 72.3 +3.4 
3:10 82.4 
-8.8 40.9 +13.8* 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* P< .05 
Tasks: 
1. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation procedures for a particular client 
2. determining level and type of training or educational program with a client 
3. evaluating client participation in or benefits being received from education, 
training or other program service in order to initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications 
4. helping an employed client Identify job adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
5. promoting a client's understanding of his/her vocational strengths and 
weaknesses; Integrating the interpretation of vocational, psychological, and 
social evaluative reports as necessary 
6. securing information to determine a client's vocational skills, aptitudes and 
interests 
7. assisting a client regarding vocational plans when they appear unrealistic 
8. assessing the impact of cultural-ethnic and socioeconomic factors on client's 
vocational goals 
9. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational choice with evaluative 
information 
10. advising a client regarding the need for ambulatory/mobi1ity techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope with the job 
Table 11.4.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 4 (Personal 
and Social Counseling for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total Item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
4:1 83.1 -33.4** 46.7 -6.0 
4:2 97.3 -5.7 79.6 +2.2 
4:3 95.5 -4.1 76.6 +2.4 
4:4 79.2 -29.8** 41.6 -2.3 
4:5 82.1 -17.9* 40.1 +9.4 
4:6 90.4 -1.4 87.6 -2.6 
4:7 92.6 -1.9 73.0 +4.6 
4:8 97.5 + .5 85.4 +5.7 
4:9 96.2 +1.7 73.7 +12.3** 
4:10 95.2 -16.5** 73.0 -9.0 
4:11 83.0 -13.0* 53.0 +2.3 
4:12 97.3 -3.5 79.6 ’ +5.4 
4:13 96.3 -9.4* 75.9 -7.7 
4:14 97.3 -10.9** 78.8 -7.3 
4:15 98.2 -3.9 81.0 +4.5 
4:16 78.2 -27.2** 31.4 +3.6 
4:17 95.3 -22.9** 59.1 -4.0 
4:18 97.0 -10.7** 70.8 -3.0 
4:19 95.6 -6.1 79.6 -3.9 
4:20 92.9 -1.8 75.9 + .3 
4:21 94.8 -13.0** 67.2 -4.1 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. planning group counseling sessions and formulating overall objectives for the 
2. Identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for interviewing or 
3. Identifying significant person{s) in the client's life who may be helpful in 
4. leading a weekly group counseling session focussed on adjustment and/or 
5. providing adjustment counseling and facilitating necessary life changes In 
dealing with a degenerative disability 
5: ««.r 
!• « -SSi - *.1. of counseling 
!?'• sans <» * <*■«-•»"» .n 
12 encouraging a client with a specific problem to take problem-solving action 
13’. encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of services being prov 
14 assisting the client to develop the ability to cope 
11- ;r.!:;t"ists's;!oS,;iror“.n5«b.ut «■».,■ ni-mm...... 
KlMorSiriSSS'^nsent, tne effect of . client's d1.db.11V and 
present needs and progress to parents or guardlan(s) 
18. facilitating a C11ent‘s cooperation In diagnostic procedures anx1et1es 
19 seeking Information to determine a client s conflicts, tensions 
20. assisting the Individual to J^entlfyn^an^staff members of community facility 
Table 11.5.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates1 performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasKS in Area 5 (Job 
Development and Placement for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
rati ngs 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
5:1 73.5 
-14.8* 44.5 + 1.3 
5:2 76.0 -10.1 41.6 +9.8 
5:3 76.6 
-20.5** 43.1 + 1.8 
5:4 77.5 -14.6* 40.1 +9.0 
5:5 74.2 
-21.8** 33.6 +7.1 
5:6 72.4 
-18.1* 30.7 + 10.9 
5:7 97.9 -9.1* 67.2 +6.6 
5:8 88.8 -8.6 51.8 + 16.4** 
5:9 86.8 -17.2** 48.2 +4.1 
5:10 94.3 -27.6** 43.2 +2.3 
5:11 78.1 -24.9** 36.5 +2.3 
5:12 89.2 -13.7* 54.0 +2.1 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* P <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. procure information from the community on the existence of businesses and 
industries 
2. determine the occupational classifications within businesses and industries in 
the community 
3. identify and contact employers to actively develop and/or identify job 
opportunities for rehabilitation clients 
4. evaluate job activities through the use of task analysis inventories and job 
analysis schedules to determine aid in job modification and restructuring 
5. provide education and/or training of prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational implications, the use of assistive devices, job 
accomodation and facility services 
6. assist employers to identify, modify and/or eliminate architectural, procedural 
and/or attitudinal barriers to the employment and advancement of disabled 
Individuals 
7. review vocational, physical and social related data to determine client job 
readiness for competitive employment 
8. teach appropriate job seeking and retention skills, as needed, for competitive 
employment 
9. conduct individual and group counseling to facilitate work adjustment 
10. establish follow-up and/or follow-along procedures for disabled clients who are 
in competitive or other employment settings 
11. reading materials pertinent to the evaluation of labor market trends 
12. providing an inquirer with detailed information about vocational rehabilitation 
and the service programs it encompasses 
Table 11.6. Differences between employer ratings of graduates‘performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 6 
(Community Resources Utilization) of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, rati ngs, and 
"don’t know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
6:1 88.2 -19.1** 59.9 -6.6 
6:2 94.6 
-7.5 77.4 -5.0 
6:3 98.3 -3.8 85.4 -4.6 
6:4 97.5 -9.6** 84.7 -13.2** 
6:5 74.4 -31.2** 21.2 +5.4 
6:6 95.5 -10.5* 61.3 +5.1 
6:7 94.4 -7.1 61.3 +6.0 
6:8 98.1 -7.8* 75.9 -1.6 
6:9 96.9 -5.8 69.3 +6.9 
6:10 91.6 -15.2** 63.5 -6.0 
6:11 89.7 -9.6 63.5 -3.2 
6:12 96.8 -7.3 66.4 -2.4 
6:13 92.5 -20.6** 54.7 • -1.9 
6:14 92.5 -8.9 62.8 +4.0 
6:15 91.6 -11.4* 55.5 +5.2 
6:16 92.4 -9.1 62.0 + 1.1 
6:17 89.0 -23.2** 47.4 +2.1 
6:18 89.9 -13.8* 58.4 -.5 
6:19 97.9 -11.9** 67.9 -2.0 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p< .05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. determining appropriate resources for providing family services 
2. conferring with liaison personnel at other community service agencies 
3. exchanging information with other service providers involved with the client 
4. explaining the purpose of specific programs, facilities or institutions 
5. arranging genetic counseling for a client as recommended by a medical 
professional 
6. referring client to a school or college setting for necessary coursework 
7 referring clients to community volunteer groups that provide needed resources 
8. contacting a resource to whom a client is being referred to determine mutual 
9 referrinq^cllent to work adjustment center or rehabilitation facility 
10. referring to, and assisting client to deal with, those agencies or individuals 
that provide financial assistance 
11. providing information regarding availability of medical, dental or other 
sc rvic 6 s 
12. contacting liaison person to arrange for the acceptance of a client by the 
13. arrangingTSelrning or reality-testing experience for a client in the 
14 determining whether rehabilitation centers or facilities, sheltered workshops, . 
and other educational or training sites within an area provide viable 
15. consul ting^th* representatives of community a9en<ce^Jn “ Pr°V'de 
„ srs-.M'ts JSdissti.’SSr- —mm.. * 
u. 5£?s:ix —£'!;v8,.p,»9 .. 
improve social, vocational, educational and employment opportunities for the 
maintaining regular contacts and attending scheduled meetings to promote^ ^ 
providing information regarding agency programs to current and potent 
referral sources 
18. 
19. 
Table 11.7.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 7 
(Recording and Reporting for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
“Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, rati ngs, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
7:1 94.9 -4.5 81.8 -2.4 
7:2 91.8 -3.5 73.7 +7.1 
7:3 94.0 -19.0** 68.6 -12.5* 
7:4 93.5 -8.5* 73.0 + 1.3 
7:5 93.0 -6.2 78.1 -4.3 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p< .05 
** p < .01. 
Tasks: 
1. developing a rehabilitation plan with a client 
2. preparing a summary report, detailing and synthesizing individual's vocational 
aptitudes/interests, work evaluation report, intelligence, academic achievement, 
etc. 
3. informing a client of reasons for denial of services 
4. writing a summary report on a rehabilitation plan 
5. maintaining a sunmary of information obtained during visits with a client or a 
client's family for the case record 
Table 11.8.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation,tasks in Area 8 
(Professional Participation and Development) of 1982-1983 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
“strong" ratings 
“Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: itern non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
8:1 84.3 -2.4 62.3 +2.6 
8:2 89.5 -9.4 62.0 +2.0 
3:3 52.9 -25.4** 19.7 -.1 
8:4 80.0 -21.4** 46.7 -5.1 
8:5 91.9 -14.7** 74.5 -20.3** 
8:6 91.7 -1.6 80.3 -7.9 
8:7 92.6 -8.8 73.0 -15.1** 
8:8 93.5 -10.0* 73.0 -11.3* 
8:9 89.1 -14.1** 65.7 -13.3* 
8:10 71.3 -23.0** 41.6 -8.9 
8:11 95.0 -14.0** 82.5 -20.3** 
8:12 91.8 -6.5 73.7 -13.9* 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05’ 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. participating in appropriate professional organizations 
2. involvement in current Issues affecting the profession and/or client 
populations , . . 
3. assisting in the preparation of legislative proposals to be considered on the 
state, or possibly federal, level 
4. self-initiating or participating in agency-initiated research or evaluation 
projects 
5. participating actively in regularly scheduled meetings in program area 
6. learning application of agency policies and procedures by reading manuals, case 
records and other materials , . . 
7. reviewing agency’s rules to determine requirements for employment and promotion 
8. determining methods to assess problems involved in delivering services to 
rehabilitation clients . 
9. consulting with staff development specialists to establish and coordinate 
10. disseminati^information about the program through cocrtunity participation, 
speeches, correspondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, radio and TV 
11. participating actively In training conferences and in-service training sessions 
12. sharing information gained at training sessions with colleagues who did not 
attend 
Table 12.1 .—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 1 
(Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social, Vocational 
Evaluations for Individual Clients) of 1982-1933 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers | Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
1:1 95.9 -7.2* 86.1 
-7.2 
1:2 95.9 -4.1 85.4 -5.0 
1:3 96.6 -8.1* 83.9 -6.4 
1:4 92.5 -13.0** 71.5 -8.3 
1:5 84.3 -6.7 51.1 +12.1* 
1:6 92.3 -3.8 75.2 + 1.8 
1:7 94.6 -3.4 76.6 +2.3 
1:8 78.4 -2.2 42.3 +20.4** 
1:9 77.6 + .2 38.0 +25.6** 
1:10 86.8 -9.5 43.1 + 17.2** 
1:11 93.3 -1.8 61.3 +16.2** 
1:12 87.8 -15.6** 57.7 -5.5 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining a client's readiness for a particular type of counseling approach, 
rehabilitation service or employment 
2. evaluating client's stated need to determine if the service which the client is 
requesting is appropriate 
3. evaluating information about a client's problems to determine a counseling 
approach that might help a client adapt to a setting or situation 
4. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in 
relation to rehabilitation planning 
5. providing integrated medical information to the client 
6. seeking information to assess the psychological implications of the individual s 
words or actions as related to his/her disability 
7. assessing a client's past adjustment to the work world 
8. Interpreting the results of individual intelligence tests 
9. interpreting the results of personality inventories 
10. Interpreting the results of group intelligence, aptitude and achievement tests 
11. interpreting the results of vocational interest inventories 
12. preparing abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions 
Table 12.2. Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 2 
(Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management for Individual 
Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
“Strong" 
percent 
ratings: 
“strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
“weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
2:1 95.2 -4.4 86.1 -11.0* 
2:2 93.4 -.3 83.2 -5.7 
2:3 95.0 -7.3 82.5 -7.4 
2:4 85.7 -19.8** 48.2 +3.5 
2:5 86.9 -10.7* 67.9 -8.1 
2:6 96.6 -3.6 82.5 -5.9 
2:7 89.4 -6.9 61.3 + 1.9 
2:8 98.3 -3.6 86.1 -.9 
2:9 94.1 -15.0** 58.4 -.5 
2:10 91.4 -17.3** 62.0 -4.6 
2:11 97.1 -7.0 72.3 -6.7 
2:12 90.9 -18.9** 65.7 • -11.6* 
2:13 95.4 +2.9 75.9 +9.3* 
2:14 87.7 -8.2 51.8 +9.4 
2:15 95.6 -6.5 79.6 -13.1* 
2:16 97.1 -8.9* 73.7 -5.8 
2:17 96.6 -7.6* 82.5 -13.1** 
2:18 90.1 -10.8* 66.4 -11.4* 
2:19 93.8 -8.3 77.4 -12.3* 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining the appropriateness of service requested by or for a client 
2. deciding the adequacy of Information for making client related decisions 
3. determining appropriate resources available to implement the rehabilitation 
plan 
4. selecting clients to participate In a group counseling situation 
5. deciding the amount of time necessary for counseling sessions or client's 
decision-making process 
6. determining if a client's situation warrants referral to special resources 
7! consulting with experts in a particular field, prior to developing a training or 
educational program, to determine potential for final placement of the client In 
that field 
8. participating In a joint discussion with client in order to help arrive at a 
mutually acceptable rehabilitation plan 
9. negotiating an agreement on alternative services to be provided when a client 
has been refused a requested service . n 
10. negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) for terminating rehabilitation 
scrvlccs• 
11 obtaining understanding about a client's preferred service(s) and on the 
respective responsibilities involved in obtaining service(s) 
12. reaching an understanding about the agency's financial responsibilities tor tne 
client's rehabilitation 
13. securing information about the existence, onset, severity and expected duration 
of a client's disabllity(ies) 
14. developing Intermediate rehabilitation objectives for a client during a 
15. revlewin^case6notes and supportive documentation from transferred case In order 
to carry out further rehabilitation activities 
16. evaluating Information about client's training Programs 
17. interpretation of program rules and procedures to a client or significant 
others ff|es periodically to monitor quality of case recording !?: ElSl”, a rS.““t«!S 5l« .It. tW.lt,, to test to, f-.tMHty »« 
probable consequences of pursuing the plan 
Table 12.3.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates’ performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 3 (Career 
and Vocational Counseling for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORF 
evaluations 
"Strong" ratings as a "Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item percent of total survey 
ratings "weak" and responses: item non- 
"strong' ratings responses. ratings, and 
Area: 
don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
3:1 93.6 
-7.6 64.2 +9.5 
3:2 94.0 -2.6 68.6 +7.5 
3:3 93.8 -9.9* 66.4 
-1.8 
3:4 92.2 -9.5 60.6 +5.9 
3:5 95.3 -1.9 73.7 +8.1 
3:6 95.3 +1.4 74.5 + 10.7* 
3:7 96.2 -2.9 73.0 +6.4 
3:8 86.4 -12.6* 55.5 +2.4 
3:9 96.1 -3.5 72.3 +5.7 
3:10 82.4 -9.4 40.9 + 14.6* 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation procedures for a particular client 
2. determining level and type of training or educational program with a client 
3. evaluating client participation in or benefits being received from education, 
training or other program service in order to initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications 
4. helping an employed client Identify job adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
5. promoting a client's understanding of his/her vocational strengths and 
weaknesses; integrating the interpretation of vocational, psychological, and 
social evaluative reports as necessary 
6. securing Information to determine a client's vocational skills, aptitudes and 
Interests 
7. assisting a client regarding vocational plans when they appear unrealistic 
8. assessing the impact of cultural-ethnic and socioeconomic factors on client's 
vocational goals 
9. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational choice with evaluative 
Information 
10. advising a client regarding the need for ambulatory/mobi1ity techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope with the job 
Table 12.4.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 4 (Personal 
and Social Counseling for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
“strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
4:1 83.1 -22.4** 46.7 +5.0 
4:2 97.3 -4.1 79.6 
-1.1 
4:3 95.5 -2.1 76.6 +5.2 
4:4 79.2 -20.9** 41.6 +3.9 
4:5 82.1 -16.7* * 40.1 +10.6 
4:6 98.4 -1.0 87.6 +2.3 
4:7 92.6 -.8 73.0 +6.9 
4:8 97.5 -.1 85.4 +4.6 
4:9 96.2 -1.6 73.7 +10.0* 
4:10 95.2 . -15.1** 73.0 -7.4 
4:11 83.0 -7.8 53.0 +3.2 
4:12 97.3 -2.9 79.6 +1.3 
4:13 96.3 -6.1 75.9 -1.3 
4:14 97.3 -4.1 78.8 + .1 
4:15 98.2 -3.7 81.0 + 1.8 
4:16 78.2 -20.4* 31.4 +11.2* 
4:17 95.3 -26.9** 59.1 -9.3 
4:18 97.0 -12.9** 70.8 -2.4 
4:19 95.6 -2.6 79.6 +3.2 
4:20 92.9 + .9 75.9 +4.0 
4:21 94.8 -10.5* 67.2 -.2 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. planning group counseling sessions and formulating overall objectives for the 
group 
2. identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for interviewing or 
counseling 
3. Identifying significant person(s) In the client's life who may be helpful in 
resolving problems 
4. leading a weekly group counseling session focussed on adjustment and/or 
vocational problems 
5. providing adjustment counseling and facilitating necessary life changes in 
dealing with a degenerative disability 
6. maintaining a counseling relationship 
7. assisting clients to a deeper understanding of themselves and their relationship 
with others 
8. developing a facllitative counseling relationship 
9. engaging in a mutual determination on the nature and goals of counseling 
assisting a client with crisis resolution 
assisting in facilitating a needed change in a client-family relationship 
encouraging a client with a specific problem to take problem-solving action 
encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of services being provided 
assisting the client to develop the ability to cope 
15. facilitating client's decision process . , . 
16*. giving clients additional information about their disabilities in a schedule 
arouo information session(s) . ,,,. . 
describing with informed consent, the effect of a client s disabi y 
present needs and progress to parents or guardian(s) 
fAri 11 tatino a client s cooperation in diagnostic procedures 
seeking3Information to dete’rmine a client's conflicts tensions and anxieties 
assisting the individual to identify and verbalize need for services 
discussing placement plans with client and staff members o community facility 
to alleviate client's fears regarding placement at the facili 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
Table 12.5.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 5 (Job 
Development and Placement for Individual Clients) of 1982-1903 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" 
percent 
rati ng s 
"strong1 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
rati ngs 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses. ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
5:1 7375 -8.8 44.5 -7178- 
5:2 76.0 -7.5 41.6 +7.2 
5:3 76.6 -12.5 43.1 +3.8 
5:4 77.5 -5.1 40.1 +14.0* 
5:5 74.2 -14.3 33.6 +7.1 
5:6 72.4 -10.5 30.7 +12.8* 
5:7 97.9 -3.2 67.2 +9.8 
5:3 88.8 -4.8 51.8 +13.8* 
5:9 86.8 -7.9 48.2 +14.5* 
5:10 94.3 -20.9** 48.2 + .6 
5:11 78.1 -10.3 36.5 +11.8* 
5:12 89.2 -6.7 54.0 +2.5 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
**p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. procure information from the community on the existence of businesses and 
industries 
2. determine the occupational classifications within businesses and Industries in 
the community 
3. identify and contact employers to actively develop and/or identify job 
opportunities for rehabilitation clients 
4. evaluate job activities through the use of task analysis inventories and job 
analysis schedules to determine aid in job modification and restructuring 
5. provide education and/or training of prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational implications, the use of assistive devices, job 
accomodation and facility services 
6. assist employers to identify, modify and/or eliminate architectural, procedural 
and/or attitudinal barriers to the employment and advancement of disabled 
1ndividuals . 
7. review vocational, physical and social related data to determine client jod 
readiness for competitive employment 
8. teach appropriate job seeking and retention skills, as needed, for competitive 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
employment 
conduct individual and group counseling to facilitate work adjustment 
establish follow-up and/or follow-along procedures for disabled clients who are 
in competitive or other employment settings 
reading materials pertinent to the evaluation of labor market trends 
providing an inquirer with detailed information about vocational rehabilit3tion 
and the service programs it encompasses 
Table 12.6.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 6 
(Community Resources Utilization) of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
6:1 88.2 -17.9** 59.9 -6.8 
6:2 94.6 -5.6 77.4 -8.0 
6:3 98.3 -7.2* 85.4 -11.7* 
6:4 97.5 -7.3* 84.7 -14.4** 
6:5 74.4 -28.1** 21.2 +8.9 
6:6 95.5 -5.0 61.3 +7.1 
6:7 94.4 -5.6 61.3 +6.6 
6:8 98.1 -8.2* 75.9 -3.7 
6:9 96.9 -2.9 69.3 +5.3 
6:10 91.6 -6.5 63.5 -3.2 
6:11 89.7 -8.8 63.5 -4.6 
6:12 96.8 -10.2* 66.4 -4.7 
6:13 92.6 -27.5** 54.7 -8.3 
6:14 92.5 -4.5 62.8 +7.5 
6:15 91.6 -12.7* 55.5 +1.9 
6:16 92.4 -8.5 62.0 + .2 . 
6:17 89.0 -19.8** 47.4 + .9 
6:18 89.9 -16.6** 58.4 -11.0 
6:19 97.9 -14.9** 67.9 -9.5 
smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17 
18 
19 
determining appropriate resources for providing family services 
conferring with liaison personnel at other community service agencies 
exchanging information with other service providers involved with the client 
explaining the purpose of specific programs, facilities or institutions 
arranging genetic counseling for a client as recommended by a medical 
professional 
referring client to a school or college setting for necessary coursework 
referring clients to community volunteer groups that provide needed resources 
contacting a resource to whom a client is being referred to determine mutual 
responsibilities , .... 
referrinq client to work adjustment center or rehabilitation facility 
referring to, and assisting client to deal with, those agencies or individuals 
that Drovide financial assistance .... , 
providing information regarding availability of medical, dental or other 
contacting liaison person to arrange for the acceptance of a client by the 
arrangingTlelrning or reality-testing experience for a client in the 
determining whether rehabilitation centers or facilities, sheltered workshops, 
and other educational or training sites within an area provide viable 
consultin^wit^representatives of community agen1“* °^Jj° pr0vlde 
SEl'te’lS araSl'S.'SSTJS ------- 
. 55S5 tBSS.yysiS ii p—> 
referral sources 
Table 12.7.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 7 
(Recording and Reporting for Individual Clients) of 1982-1933 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" 
percent 
rati ngs 
"strong1 
ratings as a 
of total Item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: 1 tern non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
7:1 94.9 -5.4 31.3 -4.3 
7:2 91.8 -7.9 73.7 
-6.2 
7:3 94.0 -18.0** 68.6 -14.1* 
7:4 93.5 -9.5* 73.0 -5.1 
7:5 93.0 -3.5 78.1 -4.9 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. developing a rehabilitation plan with a client 
2. preparing a sumnary report, detailing and synthesizing individual's vocational 
aptitudes/interests, work evaluation report. Intelligence, academic achievement, 
etc. 
3. Informing a client of reasons for denial of services 
4. writing a summary report on a rehabilitation plan 
5. maintaining a sumnary of Information obtained during visits with a client or a 
client's family for the case record 
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Table 12.8.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks In Area 8 
(Professional Participation and Development) of 1982-1983 COPE 
evaluations 
"Strong" ratings as a "Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item percent of total survey 
rati ngs "weak" and responses: item non- 
strong1 rati ngs responses, ratings, and 
Area: 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
8:1 84.3 -7.5 62.8 
-1.1 
8:2 89.5 
-8.3 62.0 +4.0 
8:3 52.9 -22.7** 19.7 + .4 
8:4 80.0 
-21.8** 46.7 -9.4 
8:5 91.9 
-20.5** 74.5 
-21.9** 
8:6 91.7 
-3.9 80.3 -14.7** 
8:7 92.6 -13.5** 73.0 -20.4** 
8:8 93.5 -10.1* 73.0 
-10.3 
8:9 89.1 
-12.5* 65.7 -12.6* 
8:10 71.3 -24.0** 41.6 -11.9* 
8:11 95.0 -18.0** 82.5 -26.5** 
8:12 91.3 -12.6** 73.7 -17.2** ' 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. participating in appropriate professional organizations 
2. involvement in current Issues affecting the profession and/or client 
populations 
3. assisting in the preparation of legislative proposals to be considered on the 
state, or possibly federal, level 
4. self-initiating or participating in agency-initiated research or evaluation 
projects 
5. participating actively In regularly scheduled meetings in program area 
6. learning application of agency policies and procedures by reading manuals, case 
records and other materials 
7. reviewing agency's rules to determine requirements for employment and promotion 
8. determining methods to assess problems involved in delivering services to 
rehabilitation clients 
9. consulting with staff development specialists to establish and coordinate 
training efforts 
10. disseminating information about the program through community participation, 
speeches, correspondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, radio and TV 
programs 
11. participating actively in training conferences and in-service training sessions 
12. sharing information gained at training sessions with colleagues who did not 
attend 
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of the 76 significant differences the proportion of "strong" ratings 
by students is smaller than the proportion of "strong" ratings of 
graduates' performance by employers and the mean of these significant 
differences is 15.30, and the student proportion of "strong" ratings 
is larger than the employer proportion of "strong" ratings in seven 
significant differences with a 14.28 mean. 
There are 13 significant differences among the 38 comparisons in 
the community resources utilization area, seven among the 10 
comparisons in the recording and reporting area, and 16 among the 24 
comparisons in the professional participation and development area. 
In each of these 36 significant differences in Areas 6 through 8 the 
proportion of "strong" assessments by students is smaller than the 
employer proportion of "strong" assessments. 
Magnitude and direction of significant 
differences with clinical supervisors 
The magnitude and direction of each difference between task 
ratings by clinical supervisors and employers are presented in Tables 
13.1 to 13.8. No significant differences were found among the 20 
comparisons of task ratings in Area 3 (Career and Vocational 
Counseling). In all 27 significant differences among the 200 
comparisons of task ratings in the other seven areas, the proportion 
of "strong" ratings by clinical supervisors is smaller than the 
corresponding proportion of "strong" ratings by employers. The mean 
of the significant differences is 16.48. 
Table 13.1.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks in 
Area 1 (Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social Vocational 
Evaluations for Individual Clients) of 1932-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
“Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong1 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
1:1 95.9 -6.0 86.1 
-10.3* 
1:2 95.9 -4.9 85.4 -6.3 
1:3 96.6 -5.3 83.9 -8.7 
1:4 92.5 -6.1 71.5 -4.3 
1:5 84.3 + 1.9 51.1 + 10.3 
1:6 92.8 .0 75.2 + .6 
1:7 94.6 -.7 76.6 -6.7 
1:8 78.4 -7.6 42.3 +6.7 
1:9 77.6 -3.3 38.0 +11.0 
1:10 86.8 -15.1* 43.1 +3.3 
1:11 93.3 -4.4 61.3 + 1.4 
1:12 87.8 -3.0 57.7 -6.7 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. determining a client's readiness for a particular type of counseling approach, 
rehabilitation service or employment 
2. evaluating client's stated need to determine if the service which the client is 
requesting is appropriate 
3. evaluating information about a client's problems to determine a counseling 
approach tnat might help a client adapt to a setting or situation 
4. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in 
relation to rehabilitation planning 
5. providing integrated medical information to the client 
6. seeking information to assess the psychological implications of the individual's 
words or actions as related to his/her disability 
7. assessing a client's past adjustment to the work world 
8. Interpreting the results of individual Intelligence tests 
9. interpreting the results of personality inventories 
10. interpreting the results of group intelligence, aptitude and achievement tests 
11. interpreting the results of vocational interest inventories 
12. preparing abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions 
Table 13.2.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks in 
Area 2 (Jehabilitatlon Planning and Case Management for Individual 
Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
2:1 95.2 -2.2 86.1 -7.7 
2:2 93.4 +1.2 83.2 -2.8 
2:3 95.0 -3.5 82.5 -4.7 
2:4 85.7 -10.7 48.2 -5.1 
2:5 86.9 -.4 67.9 -5.2 
2:6 96.6 -.4 82.5 + .5 
2:7 89.4 -1.8 61.3 +3.4 
2:8 98.3 -1.2 86.1 + .8 
2:9 94.1 -7.1 58.4 -6.1 
2:10 91.4 -1.1 62.0 -1.2 
2:11 97.1 -3.6 72.3 -6.3 
2:12 90.9 -13.8* 65.7 -23.9** 
2:13 95.4 + .6 75.9 +1.9 
2:14 87.7 -2.6 51.8 + .5 
2:15 95.6 -4.3 79.6 -11.0* 
2:16 97.1 -3.8 73.7 -10.3 
2:17 96.6 + .6 82.5 -13.2* 
2:18 90.1 -8.7 66.4 -14.8* 
2:19 93.8 -3.8 77.4 -6.8 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining the appropriateness of service requested by or for a client 
2. deciding the adequacy of information for making client related decisions 
3. determining appropriate resources available to implement the rehabilitation 
plan 
4. selecting clients to participate in a group counseling situation 
5. deciding the amount of time necessary for counseling sessions or client's 
decision-making process 
6. determining if a client's situation warrants referral to special resources 
7. consulting with experts in a particular field, prior to developing a training or 
educational program, to determine potential for final placement of the client in 
that field 
8. participating in a joint discussion with client in order to help arrive at a 
mutually acceptable rehabilitation plan 
9. negotiating an agreement on alternative services to be provided when a client 
has been refused a requested service 
10. negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) for terminating rehabilitation 
11 
servlcgs 
obtaining understanding about a client’s preferred service(s) and on the 
respective responsibilities involved in obtaining service(s) , . 
12. reaching an understanding about the agency's financial responsibilities for the 
13. securing information1about the existence, onset, severity and expected duration 
of a client's disabllity(ies) „ . . . . 
14. developing intermediate rehabilitation objectives for a client during a 
15. reviewing'case6notes and supportive documentation from transferred case in order 
to carry out further rehabilitation activities 
evaluating information about client's training programs 
interpretation of program rules and procedures to a client or significant 
reviewing active case files periodically to monitor ^!igeoffeS”i^Srf„S9 
evaluating a rehabilitation plan with supervisor to test the feasibility 
probable consequences of pursuing the plan 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
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Table 13.3.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks in 
Area 3 (Career and Vocational Counseling for Individual Clients) of 
1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
“Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
“strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
3:1 93.6 -6.7 64.2 -3.4 
3:2 94.0 -2.0 68.6 -1.3 
3:3 93.8 -8.1 66.4 -11.5 
3:4 92.2 -7.1 60.6 -8.3 
3:5 95.3 -1.0 73.7 +1.5 
3:6 95.3 +1.2 74.5 -2.6 
3:7 96.2 -7.3 73.0 -5.0 
3:8 86.4 -5.1 55.5 -7.1 
3:9 96.1 -2.9 72.3 -9.6 
3:10 82.4 -6.1 40.9 -1.0 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p<.05 
** p<.01 
Tasks: 
1. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation procedures for a particular client 
2. determining level and type of training or educational program with a client 
3*. evaluating client participation in or benefits being received from education, 
training or other program service in order to initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications 
4. helping an employed client identify job adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
5 promoting a client's understanding of his/her vocational strengths and 
weaknesses; integrating the interpretation of vocational, psychological, and 
social evaluative reports as necessary 
6. securing information to determine a client's vocational skills, aptitudes and 
7 assisting a client regarding vocational plans when they appear unrealistic ( 
8! assessing the impact of cultural-ethnic and socioeconomic factors on client s 
9. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational choice with evaluative 
10 advisi'ng1 Tel lent regarding the need for ambulatory/mobility techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope with the job 
4 
Table 13.4.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks in 
Area 4 (personal and Social Counseling for Individual Clients) of 
1932-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong' 
ratings as a 
of total Item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: Item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
4:1 83.1 -10.1 46.7 -4.2 
4:2 97.3 -.7 79.6 -5.1 
4:3 95.5 -2.3 76.6 -5.4 
4:4 79.2 -3.6 41.6 + .9 
4:5 82.1 .0 40.1 +5.0 
4:6 98.4 -3.5 87.6 -2.6 
4:7 92.6 -3.6 73.0 + .9 
4:8 97.5 -2.0 85.4 -2.4 
4:9 96.2 -2.1 73.7 -1.2 
4:10 95.2 -8.1 73.0 -7.0 
4:11 83.0 -3.6 53.0 -.4 
4:12 97.3 -.5 79.6 . -1.2 
4:13 96.3 -2.6 75.9 -7.9 
4:14 97.3 -5.6 78.8 -6.3 
4:15 98.2 -2.3 81.0 -3.9 
4:16 78.2 -5.0 31.4 +2.6 
4:17 95.3 -10.8* 59.1 -12.7* 
4:18 97.0 -4.0 70.8 -.9 
4:19 95.6 -.6 79.6 -5.1 
4:20 92.9 +3.7 75.9 -1.4 
4:21 94.8 -4.0 67.2 -2.5 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** P <.01 
Tasks: 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18 
19 
20 
21 
planning group counseling sessions and formulating overall objectives for the 
group 
Identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for Interviewing or 
Identifying significant person{s) in the client's life who may be helpful in 
resolving problems .. 
leading a weekly group counseling session focussed on adjustment and/or 
vocational problems , 
providing adjustment counseling and facilitating necessary life changes In 
dealing with a degenerative disability 
tt’i *S“lS2l!«Kiln9 of themselves a«e their relationship 
with others . . 
9.0's Of counsel 1 ng 
WWlZl in'fecllltating's*needed*change In e client-family relationship 
encouraging, client with a specific problem to take probleij-solvng action 
encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of services being provided 
assisting the client to develop the ability to cope 
facilitating client's decision process ..Mil ties In a scheduled 
giving clients additional Information about their disabilities in a scneau 
group Information sesslon(s) . .w...', aicAhllltv and 
describing, with Informed consent, the effect of a client s disability 
Dresent needs and progress to parents or guardlanls) 
to alleviate client's fears regarding placement at the facl y 
Table 13-5-"Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks in 
i qqo O Tent and p1acement for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
5:1 73.5 -11.5 44.5 -7.2 
5:2 76.0 -13.0 41.6 -8.3 
5:3 76.6 -17.6* 43.1 -11.1 
5:4 77.5 -22.2** 40.1 -12.6* 
5:5 74.2 -13.9 33.6 -4.3 
5:6 72.4 -16.0 30.7 -1.9 
5:7 97.9 -6.6 67.2 -5.1 
5:0 88.8 -3.5 51.8 +1.1 
5:9 86.8 -1.5 48.2 +4.7 
5:10 94.3 -18.0** 48.2 -10.3 
5:11 78.1 -22.4* 36.5 -11.0 
5:12 89.2 -1.1 54.0 -5.6 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* P <.05 
**p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. procure information from the community on the existence of businesses and 
industries 
2. determine the occupational classifications witnin businesses and industries in 
the community 
3. identify and contact employers to actively develop and/or identify job 
opportunities for rehabilitation clients 
4. evaluate job activities through the use of task analysis inventories and job 
analysis schedules to determine aid in job modification and restructuring 
5. provide education and/or training of prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational implications, the use of assistive devices, job 
accomodation and facility services 
6. assist employers to identify, modify and/or eliminate architectural, procedural 
and/or attitudinal barriers to the employment and advancement of disabled 
Individuals 
7. review vocational, physical and social related data to determine client job 
readiness for competitive employment 
8. teach appropriate job seeking and retention skills, as needed, for competitive 
employment 
9. conduct individual and group counseling to facilitate work adjustment 
10. establish follow-up and/or follow-along procedures for disabled clients who are 
in competitive or other employment settings 
11. reading materials pertinent to the evaluation of labor market trends 
12. providing an inquirer with detailed information about vocational rehabilitation 
and the service programs it encompasses 
Table 13.6.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks In 
Area 6 (Comnunity Resources Utilization) of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
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Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings- 
"strong1 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, rati ngs, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
6:1 88.2 -4.2 59.9 -1.7 
6:2 94.6 -1.4 77.4 -6.2 
6:3 98.3 -2.5 85.4 -11.5 
6:4 97.5 -6.6 84.7 -19.3** 
6:5 74.4 -13.3 21.2 + .4 
6:6 95.5 -1.6 61.3 -.5 
6:7 94.4 +1.6 61.3 + .8 
6:8 98.1 -7.2* 75.9 -10.5 
6:9 96.9 + .3 69.3 -.7 
6:10 91.6 -5.6 63.5 -11.2 
6:11 89.7 + .3 63.5 -4.7 
6:12 96.8 -1.6 66.4 -1.7 
6:13 92.6 -6.5 54.7 -10.3 
6:14 92.5 + .4 62.8 -2.7 
6:15 91.6 -7.0 55.5 -5.2 
6:16 92.4 -1.0 62.0 -6.4 
6:17 89.0 -9.0 47.4 -5.6 
6:13 89.9 -5.4 58.4 -12.0 
6:19 97.9 -5.0 67.9 -8.4 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of “strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining appropriate resources for providing family services 
2. conferring with liaison personnel at other community service agencies 
3. exchanging information with other service providers involved with the client 
4. explaining the purpose of specific programs, facilities or institutions 
5. arranging genetic counseling for a client as recommended by a medical 
professional 
6. referring client to a school or college setting for necessary coursework 
7 referring clients to community volunteer groups that provide needed resources 
8*. contacting a resource to whom a client is being referred to determine mutual 
9 referring^]lent to work adjustment center or rehabilitation facility 
10. referring to, and assisting client to deal with, those agencies or Individuals 
that provide financial assistance ... , . , 
11. providing information regarding availability of medical, dental or other 
12. contacting liaison person to arrange for the acceptance of a client by the 
13. arrangingTlearning or reality-testing experience for a client in the 
14. determining whether rehabilitation centers or facilities, sheltered workshops, 
and other educational or training sites within an area provide viable 
15. consSuin^ilS3representatives of community agenlces in order t° provide 
exnprtise in relation to the vocational problems of the disabled 
16. seeking to Improve those conditions that Impede the successful rehabilitation of 
17 working wttn conrnunltyCmembers ^developing and Implementing pr°9r*m* 
Improve "oc!a““ocatlonal. ed.cattonal and employment opportunity for me 
18. maintaining regular and 
cooperative ™ “ % Senu Jltn .'specific disability 
Informatlon'regarding agency programs to current and potential 
referral sources 
Table “^.--Differences between employer ratings of graduates’ performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by clinical supervisors tasks in 
1982 19fliernn?1n9 fd Report1n9 for Individual Clients) of iyb2-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
7:1 94.9 -3.3 81.8 -3.4 
7:2 91.8 -2.2 73.7 -6.4 
7:3 94.0 -6.2 68.6 -17.0** 
7:4 93.5 -8.0 73.0 -7.6 
7:5 93.0 -.6 78.1 -6.2 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. developing a rehabilitation plan with a client 
2. preparing a summary report, detailing and synthesizing individual's vocational 
aptitudes/interests, work evaluation report, intelligence, academic achievement, 
etc. 
3. informing a client of reasons for denial of services 
4. writing a summary report on a rehabilitation plan 
5. maintaining a suimary of information obtained during visits with a client or a 
client's family for the case record 
Table 13.8.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks in 
Area S (Professional Participation and Development) of 1932-1983 
CORE evaluations 
"Strong" ratings as a "Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item percent of total survey 
rati ngs "weak" and responses: item non- 
strong' ratings responses. ratings, and 
Area: 
don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
8:1 84.3 + .9 62.3 -17.7** 
8:2 89.5 +1.3 62.0 -10.4 
8:3 52.9 
-7.3 19.7 -2.7 
8:4 80.0 
-8.2 46.7 -10.1 
8:5 91.9 + 1.3 74.5 -20.9** 
8:6 91.7 
.0 80.3 -15.6** 
8:7 92.6 -7.0 73.0 -22.7‘* 
8:8 93.5 +1.0 73.0 -16.8** 
8:9 89.1 
-4.9 65.7 -23.9** 
8:10 71.3 -5.6 41.6 -12.8* 
8:11 95.0 -.7 82.5 -17.3** 
8:12 91.8 +2.1 73.7 -23.4**' 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. participating in appropriate professional organizations 
2. involvement in current issues affecting the profession and/or client 
populations 
3. assisting in the preparation of legislative proposals to be considered on the 
state, or possibly federal, level 
4. self-initiating or participating in agency-initiated research or evaluation 
projects 
5. participating actively in regularly scheduled meetings in program area 
6. learning application of agency policies and procedures by reading manuals, case 
records and other materials 
7. reviewing agency's rules to determine requirements for employment and promotion 
8. determining methods to assess problems involved in delivering services to 
rehabilitation clients 
9. consulting with staff development specialists to establish and coordinate 
training efforts 
10. disseminating information about the program through community participation, 
speeches, correspondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, radio and TV 
programs 
11. participating actively in training conferences and in-service training sessions 
12. sharing information gained at training sessions with colleagues who did not 
attend 
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Magnitude and direction of significant 
differences with faculty 
The magnitude and direction of each difference between task 
ratings by faculty and by employers are provided in Tables 14.1 to 
14.8. The mean of the 23 significant differences among the 880 
comparisons in 18.32. In 15 significant differences the proportion of 
"strong" ratings by the faculty respondents is smaller than the 
employer proportion of "strong" ratings and the mean of these 
significant differences is 18.20, and in the remaining eight 
significant differences the proportion of "strong" ratings by faculty 
is larger than the employer proportion with a mean of 18.54. 
There are no significant differences between faculty and 
employer ratings of the performance tasks in Area 3 (Career and 
Vocational Counseling). In the only two significant differences 
between ratings among the 24 comparisons in Area 1 (Interpretation of 
Medical, Educational, Social, Vocational Evaluations) and the single 
significant difference among the 42 comparisons in Area 4 (Personal 
and Social Counseling) the faculty proportion of "strong" ratings is 
larger than the correspondi ng employer proportion. In the 14 
significant differences among the 110 comparisons of ratings in the 
second, sixth, seventh, and eighth areas the faculty proportion of 
"strong" ratings is smaller than the employer proportion. Of the six 
significant differences among the 96 comparisons in Area 5 (Job 
Development and Placement) there is a combination of smaller and 
larger proportions of "strong" ratings by faculty: The number of 
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Table 14.1.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by faculty, tasks in Area 1 
(Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social, Vocational 
Evaluations for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total Item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
1:1 95.9 +4.1 86.1 -9.9 
1:2 95.9 +2.5 85.4 -10.4 
1:3 96.6 +1.8 83.9 -8.9 
1:4 92.5 -3.4 71.5 -13.2' 
1:5 84.3 +10.4 51.1 +13.2 
1:6 92.8 +4.0 75.2 -3.8 
1:7 94.6 -.9 76.6 -6.4 
1:8 78.4 -.4 42.3 +12.5 
1:9 77.6 -5.2 38.0 +12.0 
1:10 86.8 +8.4 43.1 +23.3** 
1:11 93.3 +5.2 61.3 +14.9* 
1:12 87.8 -9.4 57.7 -10.1 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining a client's readiness for a particular type of counseling approach, 
rehabilitation service or employment 
2. evaluating client's stated need to determine if the service which the client is 
requesting Is appropriate 
3. evaluating information about a client's problems to determine a counseling 
approach that might help a client adapt to a setting or situation 
4. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in 
relation to rehabilitation planning 
5. providing Integrated medical Information to the client 
6. seeking information to assess the psychological implications of the individual's 
words or actions as related to his/her disability 
7. assessing a client's past adjustment to the work world 
8. Interpreting the results of individual intelligence tests 
9. interpreting the results of personality inventories 
10. Interpreting the results of group intelligence, aptitude and achievement tests 
11. Interpreting the results of vocational Interest inventories 
12. preparing abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions 
4 
Table 14.2.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
iSu!!?!?! 9'['adua^es preparation by faculty, tasks In Area 2 
(Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management for Individual 
Clients) «f 1932-1983 CORE evaluations 
"Strong" ratings as a "Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total Item percent of total survey 
rati ngs "weak" and responses: item non- 
"strong1 ratings responses, ratings, and 
Area: 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
2:1 95.2 +4.8 86.1 
-15.9** 
2:2 93.4 +5.1 83.2 
-7.0 
2:3 95.0 + .5 82.5 -7.5 
2:4 85.7 
-18.4* 48.2 
-6.5 
2:5 86.9 -2.4 67.9 -9.6 
2:6 96.6 +1.8 82.5 
-8.7 
2:7 89.4 +8.8 61.3 +5.4 
2:8 98.3 +1.7 86.1 
-7.5 
2:9 94.1 -8.1 58.4 
-7.2 
2:10 91.4 -5.7 62.0 -12.0 
2:11 97.1 +2.9 72.3 -4.4 
2:12 90.9 -2.9 65.7 • +13.3 
2:13 95.4 +1.5 75.9 -.9 
2:14 87.7 +3.4 51.8 +8.9 
2:15 95.6 + .5 79.6 -21.3** 
2:16 97.1 -2.7 73.7 -13.0 
2:17 96.6 -.3 82.5 -20.6** 
2:18 90.1 -2.6 66.4 -16.4* 
2:19 93.8 +6.2 77.4 
-11.9 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of “strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining the appropriateness of service requested by or for a client 
2. deciding the adequacy of Information for making client related decisions 
3. determining appropriate resources available to Implement the rehabilitation 
plan 
4. selecting clients to participate In a group counseling situation 
5. deciding the amount of time necessary for counseling sessions or client's 
decision-making process 
6. determining If a client's situation warrants referral to special resources 
7. consulting with experts In a particular field, prior to developing a training or 
educational program, to determine potential for final placement of the client in 
that field 
8. participating in a joint discussion with client In order to help arrive at a 
mutually acceptable rehabilitation plan 
9. negotiating an agreement on alternative services to be provided when a client 
has been refused a requested service 
10. negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) for terminating rehabilitation 
services , J 
11. obtaining understanding about a client's preferred servlce(s) and on the 
respective responsibilities Involved In obtaining servlce(s) 
12. reaching an understanding about the agency's financial responsibilities for the 
client's rehabilitation 
13. securing Information about the existence, onset, severity and expected duration 
of a client's dlsablllty(les) 
14. developing Intermediate rehabilitation objectives for a client during a 
convalescent period 
15. reviewing case notes and supportive documentation from transferred case In order 
to carry out further rehabilitation activities 
16. evaluating Information about client's training programs 
17. Interpretation of program rules and procedures to a client or significant 
18 revlewlno active case files periodically to monitor quality of case recording 
l8,: . rSrtillUtl.. pun wltn supervlsor t. »u t». MUIH 
probable consequences of pursuing the plan 
Table 14.3.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by faculty, tasks in Area 3 
!£n!!e?L,?nd Vocational Counseling for Individual Clients) of 
1932-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
rati ngs 
"strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
“weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
3:1 93.6 
-1.7 64.2 +3.7 
3:2 94.0 +1.2 68.6 +2.8 
3:3 93.8 -.9 66.4 -4.5 
3:4 92.2 -7.7 60.6 -2.3 
3:5 95.3 + 1.7 73.7 +2.5 
3:6 95.3 + .2 74.5 +1.7 
3:7 96.2 + .5 73.0 -2.8 
3:8 86.4 
-8.6 55.5 -5.5 
3:9 96.1 -2.7 72.3 -4.4 
3:10 82.4 
-3.6 40.9 +7.9 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation procedures for a particular client 
2. determining level and type of training or educational program with a client 
3. evaluating client participation in or benefits being received from education, 
training or other program service in order to initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications 
4. helping an employed client identify job adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
5. promoting a client's understanding of his/her vocational strengths and 
weaknesses; integrating the interpretation of vocational, psychological, and 
social evaluative reports as necessary 
6. securing information to determine a client's vocational skills, aptitudes and 
Interests 
7. assisting a client regarding vocational plans when they appear unrealistic 
8. assessing the impact of cultural-ethnic and socioeconomic factors on client's 
vocational goals 
9. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational choice with evaluative 
information 
10. advising a client regarding the need for ambulatory/mobi1ity techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope with the job 
Table 14-4—Differences between employer ratings of graduates1 performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by faculty, tasks In Area 4 
ioq->S?Sq1 rnnrS0Ci? c?unse11"9 for Individual Clients) of 1932-1983 CORE evaluations 
"Strong" ratings as a "Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item percent of total survey 
rati ngs "weak" and responses: item non- 
"strong1 rati ngs responses, ratings, and 
Area: 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
4:1 83.1 
-12.2 46.7 -.3 
4:2 97.3 +2.7 79.6 -3.4 
4:3 95.5 -1.5 76.6 
-1.6 
4:4 79.2 -3.7 41.6 +6.0 
4:5 82.1 +4.8 40.1 +23.0** 
4:6 98.4 +1.6 87.6 +3.1 
4:7 92.6 +7.4 73.0 +5.6 
4:8 97.5 +2.5 85.4 + 1.5 
4:9 96.2 +3.8 73.7 +9.6 
4:10 95.2 
-.1 73.0 -4.0 
4:11 83.0 +2.0 53.0 +7.4 
4:12 97.3 +1.3 79.6 +3.7 
4:13 96.3 +3.7 75.9 -5.7 
4:14 97.3 -.3 78.8 -1.4 
4:15 98.2 + 1.8 81.0 +2.3 
4:16 78.2 +4.0 31.4 + 12.6 
4:17 95.3 -11.0 59.1 -7.9 
4:18 97.0 -.2 70.8 + .6 
4:19 95.6 +1.5 79.6 -1.0 
4:20 92.9 +5.6 75.9 +1.5 
4:21 94.8 -1.8 67.2 -4.1 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < . 05 
** P < .01 
Tasks: 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
planning group counseling sessions and formulating overall objectives for the 
group 
Identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for interviewing or 
counseling 
Identifying significant person(s) in the client's life who may be helpful in 
resolving problems 
leading a weekly group counseling session focussed on adjustment and/or 
vocational problems 
providing adjustment counseling and facilitating necessary life changes in 
dealing with a degenerative disability 
maintaining a counseling relationship 
assisting clients to a deeper understanding of themselves and their relationship 
with others 
developing a facilltative counseling relationship 
engaging in a mutual determination on the nature and goals of counseling 
assisting a client with crisis resolution 
assisting in facilitating a needed change in a client-family relationship 
encouraging a client with a specific problem to take problem-solving action 
encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of services being provided 
assisting the client to develop the ability to cope 
facilitating client's decision process .... ... 
giving clients additional information about their disabilities In a scheduled 
group information session(s) 
describing, with Informed consent, the effect of a client s disability and 
present needs and progress to parents or guardian(s) 
facilitating a client's cooperation in diagnostic procedures 
seeking information to determine a client's conflicts, tensions and anxieties 
assisting the individual to identify and verbalize need for services 
discussing placement plans with client and staff members of community facility 
to alleviate client's fears regarding placement at the facility 
Table 14.5.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by faculty, tasks in Area 5 (Job 
Development and Placement for Individual Clients) of 1932-1933 CORE 
eval uati ons 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
rati ngs 
"strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
5:1 73.5 +14.4 44.5 +16.2* 
5:2 76.0 + 13.3 41.6 + 17.9* 
5:3 76.6 + .3 43.1 +4.5 
5:4 77.5 +10.0 40.1 +18.2* 
5:5 74.2 -.2 33.6 +10.4 
5:6 72.4 +1.1 30.7 + 12.2 
5:7 97.9 -4.1 67.2 +4.2 
5:8 38.8 +7.8 51.8 +14.9* 
5:9 86.8 + 1.5 48.2 +14.9* 
5:10 94.3 -13.5* 48.2 +1.8 
5:11 78.1 +1.5 36.5 +9.9 
5:12 89.2 +5.6 54.0 +11.5 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p< .05 
**p <.01 f 
Tasks: 
1. procure information from the community on the existence of businesses and 
Industries 
2. determine the occupational classifications within businesses and industries in 
the community 
3. Identify and contact employers to actively develop and/or identify job 
opportunities for rehabilitation clients 
4. evaluate job activities through the use of task analysis Inventories and job 
analysis schedules to determine aid in job modification and restructuring 
5. provide education and/or training of prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational implications, the use of assistive devices, job 
accomodation and facility services 
6. assist employers to identify, modify and/or eliminate architectural, procedural 
and/or attitudinal barriers to the employment and advancement of disabled 
Individuals 
7. review vocational, physical and social related data to determine client job 
readiness for competitive employment 
8. teach appropriate job seeking and retention skills, as needed, for competitive 
employment 
9. conduct individual and group counseling to facilitate work adjustment 
10. establish follow-up and/or follow-along procedures for disabled clients who are 
in competitive or other employment settings 
11. reading materials pertinent to the evaluation of labor market trends ..... ... 
12. providing an inquirer with detailed information about vocational rehabilitation 
and the service programs it encompasses 
Table 14.6.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by faculty, tasks in Area 6 
(Conmunlty ResourcesUtlllzatlon) of 1982-1983 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
“Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: Item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don’t know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
6:1 88.2 -.5 59.9 -.4 
6:2 94.6 + .1 77.4 -13.1 
6:3 98.3 -.1 85.4 -18.7** 
6:4 97.5 +2.5 84.7 -16.8** 
6:5 74.4 -11.6 21.2 +10.9 
6:6 95.5 +2.9 61.3 +10.1 
6:7 94.4 -1.8 61.3 -1.8 
6:8 98.1 + .2 75.9 -8.0 
6:9 96.9 +1.5 69.3 +3.3 
6:10 91.6 -3.4 63.5 -9.9 
6:11 89.7 +4.8 63.5 -1.6 
6:12 96.8 +3.2 66.4 -3.3 
6:13 92.6 + .1 54.7 +6.0 
6:14 92.5 +5.9 62.8 +9.8 
6:15 91.6 + .9 55.5 +2.8 
5:16 92.4 -1.5 62.0 -2.5 
6:17 89.0 -6.0 47.4 +5.0 
6:18 89.9 -2.9 58.4 -2.4 
6:19 97.9 + .3 67.9 -3.6 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of “strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13, 
14, 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
determining appropriate resources for providing family services 
conferring with liaison personnel at other community service agencies 
exchanging Information with other service providers involved with the client 
explaining the purpose of specific programs, facilities or institutions 
arranging genetic counseling for a client as recommended by a medical 
professional 
referring client to a school or college setting for necessary coursework 
referring clients to community volunteer groups that provide needed resources 
contacting a resource to whom a client is being referred to determine mutual 
responsibilities .... 
referring client to work adjustment center or rehabilitation facility 
referring to, and assisting client to deal with, those agencies or individuals 
that provide financial assistance , . . . „ 
providing information regarding availability of medical, dental or other 
ssr*vi cos 
contacting liaison person to arrange for the acceptance of a client by the 
resource center „ ,. . . 
arranging a learning or reality-testing experience for a client in the 
determining whether rehabilitation centers or facilities, sheltered workshops, 
and other educational or training sites within an area provide viable 
, consultin^with3representatives of community a9en1“* !" 
. ski »'?.srs o“ 3Msss'si.,?£r« m««.-- 
. working with community members in developing and 0imie1nt‘,’opport uni ties "for° the 
Improve social, vocational, educational and employment opportunities 
. maintaining regular contacts and attending. scheduled ^ 
cooperative efforts with representatives of ot p 9 ’s ecU1c disability 
. ePnsis 
referral sources 
Table 14.7.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by faculty, tasks in Area 7 
(Recording and Reporting for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings- 
"strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
7:1 94.9 -1.1 81.8 -10.4 
7:2 91.8 -1.5 73.7 -7.0 
7:3 94.0 -4.2 68.5 -16.2* 
7:4 93.5 + 1.3 73.0 -7.5 
7:5 93.0 -2.1 78.1 -18.6** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. developing a rehabilitation plan with a client 
2. preparing a sunnary report, detailing and synthesizing individual's vocational 
aptitudes/interests, work evaluation report, intelligence, academic achievement, 
etc. 
3. informing a client of reasons for denial of services 
4. writing a summary report on a rehabilitation plan 
5. maintaining a summary of information obtained during visits with a client or a 
client's family for the case record 
Table 14.8.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by faculty, tasks in Area 8 
(Professional Participation and Development) of 1982-1983 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings: 
"strong1 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
8:1 84.3 + .6 62.8 -9.2 
8:2 89.5 +3.9 62.0 +5.9 
8:3 52.9 -14.1 19.7 +2.9 
8:4 80.0 -11.5 46.7 -2.7 
8:5 91.9 -.5 74.5 -11.4 
8:6 91.7 +6.5 80.3 -16.0* 
8:7 92.6 +1.2 73.0 -19.4** 
8:8 93.5 -.9 73.0 -13.5 
8:9 89.1 -5.4 65.7 -16.9* 
8:10 71.3 -3.9 41.6 -4.7 
8:11 95.0 -8.6 82.5 -21.8** 
8:12 91.8 -.3 73.7 -22.5** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
participating in appropriate professional organizations 
involvement in current Issues affecting the profession and/or client 
populations 
assisting in the preparation of legislative proposals to be considered on the 
state, or possibly federal, level 
self-initiating or participating In agency-initiated research or evaluation 
projects 
participating actively in regularly scheduled meetings in program area 
learning application of agency policies and procedures by reading manuals, case 
records and other materials 
reviewing agency's rules to determine requirements for employment and promotion 
determining methods to assess problems Involved in delivering services to 
rehabilitation clients ' 
consulting with staff development specialists to establish and coordinate 
training efforts _ . 
disseminating Information about the program through coimiumty participation, 
speeches, correspondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, radio and T 
■ rtlcipating actively in training conferences and in-service training sessions 
laring information gained at training sessions with colleagues who did not 
:tend 
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"strong" ratings of Task 10 (follow~up/follow-along) by faculty as a 
percent of "weak" and "strong" ratings is smaller than the 
corresponding percent of "strong" ratings by employers, and the number 
of strong" ratings of five task items by faculty as a percent of 
group survey respondents is larger than the corresponding percent of 
employer ratings. 
Acceptance of Hypothesis Two 
There are wide ranging differences between the evaluations of 
graduates' performance of 110 tasks by employers and the evaluations 
of graduates' preparation by graduates, students, clinical 
supervisors, and faculty in the 1982-1983 CORE evaluation data. 
Two hundred and two significant differences at the .01 and .05 
levels of probability have been identified among the 880 comparisons 
of the proportions of "strong" ratings by employers and each of the 
other four groups. There are also differences between the number of 
significant differences by task, area, and respondent group; and 
differences between the magnitude and direction of significant 
differences with graduates, students, clinical supervisors, and 
faculty. Differences include the following: There is at least one 
significant difference among the eight comparisons for 75 percent or 
82 of the 110 tasks and at least one significant difference for each 
of the 12 tasks in the job development and placement area; there are 
significant differences in 34.5 percent or 76 of the 220 comparisons 
with both the graduate and student groups; the mean of significant 
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differences ranges from 15.0 for the 76 differences with students to 
18.32 for the 23 differences with faculty; and in only 15 percent or 
30 of the 202 significant differences are the proportions of "strong" 
ratings of graduates' preparation by graduates, students, clinical 
supervisors, or faculty larger than the employer proportions of 
"strong" ratings of graduates' performance of tasks. 
Summary of the 1982-1983 CORE Data Analysis 
This part has presented and described findings in two sections: 
analysis of the 1982-1983 area ratings and analysis of 1982-1983 task 
ratings. The first hypothesis was accepted on the basis of the many 
and varied differences between the ratings of functional area items. 
Among the 64 comparisons testing components of the first hypothesis 
there were 38 significant differences between the proportion of "more 
than adequate" ratings of the graduates' performance in eight 
functional areas by employers and the proportion of "more than 
adequate" ratings of graduates' preparation by graduates, students, 
clinical supervisors, and faculty. In each of the 38 significant 
differences the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings by the 
employers was greater than the corresponding proportion of ratings by 
the members of the other four groups. In addition, differences were 
identified in the number of significant differences by area and by 
respondent group, and in the magnitude of the significant differences 
by functional area and by respondent group. For example, the number 
of significant differences between ratings ranges from two in Area 3 
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(Career and Vocational Counseling) to seven in Area 1 (Interpretation 
of Evaluations) and the number of significant differences among the 16 
comparisons of ratings by each group ranges from two with faculty to 
13 with graduates; and the mean of the significant differences ranges 
from 12.23 in Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling) to 19.37 in Area 
8 (Professional Participation and Development) and the mean of the 
significant differences by group ranges from 14.25 for the student 
group comparisons to 16.06 for the graduate group comparisons. 
The second hypothesis was accepted on the basis of the many and 
varied differences between the ratings of graduates' performance of 
110 tasks by employers and the ratings of graduates' preparation by 
graduates, students, clinical supervisors, and faculty. There were 
202 significant differences among the 880 comparisons of the 
proportion of "strong" ratings by employers and the proportion of 
"strong" ratings by each of the four other groups. There were also 
differences between the number of significant differences by task, 
area, and respondent group; and differences between the magnitude and 
direction of significant differences with graduates, students, 
clinical supervisors, and faculty. For example, there was at least 
one significant difference among the eight comparisons for 75 percent 
or 82 of the 110 tasks and at least one significant difference for 
each of the 12 tasks in Area 5 (Job Development and Placement); and 
there were significant differences in 34.5 percent or 76 of the 220 
comparisons with both the graduate and student groups, and in only 15 
percent or 30 of the 202 significant differences were the proportions 
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of "strong" ratings by graduates, students, clinical supervisors, and 
faculty larger than the proportions of "strong" ratings by employers. 
In addition, for the 220 comparisons with each group the mean of the 
significant differences ranged from 15.10 for the 76 differences with 
students to 18.32 for the 23 differences with faculty. 
The next part of this chapter will present and describe the 
differences between program evaluations by CORE survey respondents in 
an earlier evaluation period. 
Part Two: Analysis of the 1978-1980 
CORE Evaluation Data 
The 1978-1980 CORE accreditation evaluation data were treated to 
determine whether there are differences between the employer 
evaluations of RCE graduates' performance and the evaluations of 
graduates' preparation by each of the four other respondent groups. 
This part will separately present and describe the analyses of area 
and task ratings. 
Analysis of the 1978-1980 Area Ratings 
The third hypothesis of the study—the first of two hypotheses 
concerning the 1978-1980 applicant programs—states that for each of 
the eight functional areas into which the tasks of the Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual Questionnaires 
are grouped, the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings (combined 
"more than adequate" and "very adequate" ratings) by employers of how 
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well graduates perform will differ from the proportion of "more than 
adequate" ratings (combined "more than adequate" and "very adequate" 
ratings) by: 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1978-1980 Council of 
Rehabilitation Education accreditation evaluation prepare 
graduates to perform. 
The area ratings by employers are compared with the ratings by 
each of the four other groups: 32 comparisons of "more than adequate" 
ratings as a proportion of the total area ratings and 32 comparisons of 
"more than adequate" ratings as a proportion of the total area item 
nonresponses, ratings, and "don't know" responses by the group survey 
respondents. Findings of significant differences between the 
1978-1980 area ratings, the magnitude and direction of the significant 
differences, and the differences between the area evaluation rates of 
the respondent groups will be presented and described before making a 
decision to accept or reject the third hypothesis of the study. 
Number of significant differences 
between respondent groups on 
area ratings 
The differences between the proportion of "more than adequate" 
ratings of graduates' performance by employers and the proportion of 
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"more than adequate" ratings of graduates' preparation that are 
significant at the .05 and .01 levels are identified in Table 15. 
Although there is a failure to find a significant difference between 
area ratings in 31 percent or 20 of the 64 comparisons, there are 
significant differences between the ratings in 69 percent or 44 of the 
64 comparisons. Twenty-one of the significant differences are with 
"more than adequate" ratings as a proportion of total area item 
ratings; and 23 significant differences are with "more than adequate" 
ratings as a proportion of area item nonresponses, ratings, and "don't 
know" responses. Of the 44 significant differences, 38 represent 
pairs of differences with the same group and six are differences in 
one of the two comparisons of group ratings with ratings by employers. 
For example, of the three significant differences between ratings of 
the fourth area item, there is a pair of differences with clinical 
supervisors and one difference with students when ratings as a 
proportion of total respondents are compared. 
Number of significant differences 
by functional area 
Of the eight comparisons of group ratings in each area, the 
number of significant differences ranges from three each in the 
fourth, fifth, and seventh areas to eight in Area 2 (Rehabilitation 
planning and Case Management). Of the nine significant differences in 
Areas 4, 5, and 6 (Personal and Social Counseling, Job Development and 
Placement, and Recording and Reporting) six are with clinical 
Table 15. Areas with significant differences between employer ratings 
of graduates performance and ratings of graduates' 
preparation by each of four other groups, 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
Area 
"More than adequate" 
ratings as a percent of 
total item ratings: 
"less than adequate," 
"adequate," and "more 
than adequate" ratings 
"More than adequate" 
ratings as a percent 
of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
1. Interpretation 
of Evaluations G S C 6 S C F 
2. Planning and 
Case Management G S C f G S C F 
3. Career and 
Vocational 
Counseling G s C G S C f 
4. Personal and 
Social 
Counseling 
5. Job Development 
and Placement 
c 
G C 
S C 
C 
6. Community 
Resources 
Utilization G S C g S C 
7. Recording and 
Reporting g c C 
8. Professional 
Participation 
and Development G S C G S C f 
g Graduate ratings difference 
p <.05 
s Student ratings difference 
p <.05 
c Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p< .05 
f Faculty ratings difference 
P< .05 
G Graduate ratings difference 
p< .01 
S Student ratings difference 
p < .01 
C Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p< .01 
F Faculty ratings difference 
P< .01 
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supervisors, two are with graduates, and one is with students. There 
are also seven significant differences in each of Areas 1, 3, and 8 
(Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social, Vocational 
Evaluations; Career and Vocational Counseling; and Professional 
Participation and Development). The single failure to find a 
significant difference in each of Areas 1, 3, and 8 is for the 
employer-f aculty comparison of "more than adequate" ratings as a 
proportion of total ratings. 
Number of significant differences 
by respondent group 
There are significant differences in all 16 comparisons of 
ratings by clinical supervisors and by employers. Of the 16 
comparisons of area ratings by employers with ratings by each of the 
other three groups there are 12 significant differences with 
graduates, 11 significant differences with students, and five 
significant differences with RCE faculty members. Four of the five 
significant differences with faculty are with "more than adequate" 
ratings as a proportion of total group respondents. 
Magnitude and direction of significant 
differences between area ratings 
The differences between the 1978-1980 ratings of graduates' 
performance by employers and the ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of four other groups are shown in Table 16. In all of the 
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significant differences the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings 
by graduates, students, clinical supervisors, or faculty is smaller 
than the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings of the area items 
by the employers. 
The magnitude of the significant differences ranges from a 
difference with students in Area 3 (Career and Vocational Counseling) 
that is 5.7 below the 79.7 percent of performance ratings by employers 
that are "more than adequate," to a difference with clinical 
supervisors in Area 1 (Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social, 
Vocational Evaluations) that is 20.8 below the 75.2 percent of 
employer group responses that are "more than adequate" ratings. 
Magnitude of significant differences 
by functional area 
Seven of the eight significant differences for the second area 
item are at the .01 level of probability and there is a .05 difference 
between the "more than adequate" ratings of graduates' performance by 
employers and the faculty ratings of graduates' preparation as a 
proportion of area ratings. 
The mean of the significant differences ranges from 9.53 for the 
three significant differences in Area 4 (Personal and Social 
Counseling) to 16.4 for the three significant differences in Area 5 
(Job Development and Placement). 
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Magnitude of significant differences 
by respondent group 
The magnitude of the differences between area ratings of 
graduates' performance by employers and ratings of graduates' 
preparation by each of the other four groups is as follows: the mean 
of the 16 significant differences with clinical supervisors is 15.16, 
the mean of the 11 significant differences with students is 10.96, the 
mean of the five significant differences with faculty is 10.90, and 
the mean of the 12 significant differences with graduates is 10.78. 
Number of area ratings and 
area evaluation rates of~the 
respondent group? 
As was done in an examination of the 1982-1983 data, ratings of 
area items are distinguished from "nonratings" ("don't know's" and 
nonresponses) in order to determine the area evaluation rates of the 
CORE respondent groups in 1978-1980. 
Number of area ratings by 
respondent group 
The number of "nonratings" and ratings of area items by 
employers, graduates, students, clinical supervisors, faculty, and 
total survey respondents is shown in Table 17. Each number of don't 
know's," nonresponses, and area ratings by each of the six groups is 
followed by the low and high responses within areas and a mean 
response rate. 
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Table 17.—Number of area ratings by employers, graduates, students, clinical 
supervisors, faculty, and total survey respondents; 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
Respondent 
group 
Number of 
respondents 
Number of "nonratings" 
"Don't know" Nonresponse 
Number of 
ratings 
Employers 403 Total 181 L96 2,847 
Low 6.0 (Area 2) 15.0 (Area 4) 291.0 (Area 5) 
High 80.0 (Area 5) 36.0 (Area 7) 379.0 (Area 2) 
Mean 22.6 24.5 355.9 
Graduates 612 Total 50 273 4,573 
Low 1.0 (Area 1) 28.0 (Area 8) 555.0 (Area 5) 
High 11.0 (Area 5) 46.0 (Area 5) 580.0 (Area 1) 
Mean 6.3 34.1 571.6 
Students 1050 Total 801 635 6,964 
Low 60.0 (Area 4) 59.0 (Area 6) 815.0 (Area 5)* 
High 126.0 (Area 5) 109.0 (Area 5) 906.0 (Area 4) 
Mean 100.1 79.4 870.5 
Clinical 421 Total 280 260 2,828 
Supervisors 
Low 12.0 (Area 4) 23.0 (Area 8) 305.0 (Area 5) 
High 72.0 (Area 5) 44.0 (Area 5) 371.0 (Area 4) 
Mean 35.0 32.5 353.5 
Faculty 217 Total 157 118 1,461 
Low 10.0 (Area 4) 11.0 (Area 6) 178.0 (Area 7) 
High 27.0 (Area 7) 19.0 (Area 3) 190.0 (Area 4) 
Mean '19.6 14.8 183.0 
Total 2703 Total 1469 1482 18,673 
Low 94.0 (Area 4) 151.0 (Area 8) 2,146.0 (Area 5) 
High 311.0 (Area 5) 246.0 (Area 5] 2,418.0 (Area 4) 
Mean 183.6 185.3 2,334.1 
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In comparison with the 18 ,673 area ratings of graduates' 
performance and preparation by the 2,703 survey respondents, there are 
1,469 "don't knows" and 1,482 nonresponses. The mean number of "don't 
know s for area items is 183.6 and the mean number of nonresponses is 
185.3. For all but the clinical supervisor group, the lowest number 
of ratings is of graduates' performance and preparation in Area 5 (Job 
Development and Placement); and for all but the employer and graduate 
groups the highest number of ratings is of graduates' performance and 
preparation in Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling). Conversely, 
of the 12 totals of "nonratings" by the six respondent groups, the 
smallest number is five in the personal and social counseling area and 
the highest is nine in the job development and placement area. 
Area evaluation rates of 
the respondent groups 
The evaluation rates (percent of survey respondents who provide 
area item ratings rather than "nonratings") of the five respondent 
groups and the total survey respondents are given in Table 18. The 
highest area evaluation rate of 93.4 is by the 612 graduates who 
provide 4,573 ratings of their preparation among their 4,896 survey 
responses. In comparison, 82.9 percent of the 6,964 survey responses 
by the 1,050 student respondents are ratings of their preparation. 
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Table 18.--Area evaluation rates of employers, graduates, students 
^)S1?gInSrSD?ViS0^’.-aCUUy- dnd totdl surv<!T respondents; iy/8-1980 CORE evaluations 
Respondent 
group 
Number of 
respondents 
Total items 
(respondents 
x 8 areas) 
Number 
of 
rati ngs 
Group 
evaluation 
rate 
Employers 403 3,224 2,847 88.3 
Graduates 612 4,896 4,573 93.4 
Students 1,050 8,400 6,964 82.9 
Clinical 
Supervisors 421 3,368 2,828 84.0 
Faculty 217 1,736 1,461 84.2 
Total 2,703 21,624 18,673 86.4 
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Acceptance of Hypothesis Three 
The third hypothesis of the study is accepted on the basis of 
the number of broad differences between the ratings of RCE graduates' 
performance by their employers and the ratings of graduates' 
preparation in eight functional areas by graduates, students, clinical 
supervisors, and faculty in the CORE accreditation data for 1978-1980 
evaluations. 
A majority of the differences between the proportions of "more 
than adequate" ratings of area items by employers and the proportions 
of "more than adequate" ratings by each of the four other groups of 
CORE survey respondents are significantly different at the .01 or .05 
levels: Of the 64 comparisons testing components of the third 
hypothesis there are only 20 failures to find a significant difference 
between ratings. In each of the 44 significant differences the 
proportion of "more than adequate" ratings by graduates, students, 
clinical supervisors, or faculty is smaller than the proportion of 
"more than adequate" ratings by the employers. In addition, 
differences have been identified in the number of significant 
differences by functional area and by respondent group, and in the 
magnitude of significant differences by functional area and by 
respondent group. For example, the number of significant differences 
between area ratings ranges from three each in Area 4 (Personal and 
Social Counseling), Area 5 (Job Development and Placement), and Area 7 
(Recording and Reporting) to eight significant differences in all the 
comparisons of ratings in Area 2 (Rehabilitation planning and Case 
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Management); the number of significant differences among the 16 
comparisons with each group ranges from five with faculty to 16 with 
clinical supervisors; the magnitude of significant differences by area 
ranges from 9.53 in the personal and social counseling area to 16.4 in 
the job development and placement area, and the mean of the 
significant differences by group ranges from 10.78 for the graduate 
group to 15.16 for the group of clinical supervisors. Also, the area 
evaluation rate ranges from 82.9 percent of student respondents to 
93.4 percent of graduate respondents. 
Analysis of the 1978-1980 Task Ratings 
The fourth hypothesis to be tested states that for each of the 
110 performance tasks of the Rehabilitation Counselor Education 
Accreditation Evaluation Individual Questionnaires, the proportion of 
"strong" ratings by employers of how well graduates perform will 
differ from the proportion of "strong" ratings by 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1978-1980 Council on 
Rehabilitation Education accreditation evaluation prepare 
graduates to perform. 
The task evaluations by employers are compared with the 
evaluations by each of the four other groups: 440 comparisons of 
"strong" ratings as a proportion of "weak" and "strong" ratings, and 
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440 comparisons of "strong" ratings as a proportion of item 
nonresponses, ratings, and "don't know" responses. Findings of 
significant differences between the 1978-1980 task ratings and the 
magnitude and direction of the significant differences will be used in 
making a decision to accept or reject this final hypothesis of the 
study. 
Numbers of significant differences 
between task assessments 
Significant differences at the .01 and .05 levels of probability 
between the evaluations of graduates' performance of 110 
rehabilitation counseling tasks by their employers and the evaluations 
of graduates' preparation by each of the four other groups are 
presented in Tables 19.1 to 19.8 (Table 19.1 provides information on 
the 12 tasks in Area 1, Table 19.2 provides information on the tasks 
in Area 2, etc.). Significant differences between task ratings by 
employers and task ratings by graduates, students, clinical 
supervisors, and faculty are found in 50.3 percent or 443 of the 880 
comparisons testing the components of the hypothesis: 201 are with 
"strong" ratings as a proportion of "weak" and "strong" ratings and 
242 are with "strong" ratings as a proportion of total survey 
respondents. 
Table 19.1.-Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of four other groups. Area 1 (Interpretation of Medical 
Educational, Social, Vocational Evaluation for Individual Clients) 
of 1978-1980 CORE evalautions uientsj 
"Strong" ratings as a "Strong" ratings as a 
Area: percent of total item percent of total survey 
Task ratings: "weak" and responses: item non- 
strong' ratings responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
1:1 9 s c S C F 
1:2 C S C F 
1:3 s C 
1:4 G S c f S C F 
1:5 G s 
1:6 s 
1:7 9 C c 
1:8 G c f G s 
1:9 9 C f G S 
1:10 G s c G F 
1:11 G G s F 
1:12 G S C G S C F 
9 Graduate ratings difference p<.05 G Graduate ratings difference p<.01 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 S Student ratings difference p<.01 
c Clinical supervisor ratings C Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 difference p<.01 
f Faculty ratings difference p<.05 F Faculty ratings difference p<.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining a client's readiness for a particular type of counseling approach, 
rehabilitation service or employment 
2. evaluating client's stated need to determine If the service which the client is 
requesting is appropriate 
3. evaluating information about a client's problems to determine a counseling 
approach that might help a client adapt to a setting or situation 
4. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in 
relation to rehabilitation planning 
5. providing Integrated medical information to the client 
6. seeking Information to assess the psychological implications of the individual's 
words or actions as related to his/her disability 
7. assessing a client's past adjustment to the work world 
8. Interpreting the results of Individual Intelligence tests 
9. Interpreting the results of personality inventories 
10. Interpreting the results of group Intelligence, aptitude and achievement tests 
11. interpreting the results of vocational interest inventories 
12. preparing abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions 
Table 19.2. Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of four other groups, Area 2 (Rehabilitation Planning and 
Case Management for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE 
evalautions 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings: 
"strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
“Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
“don't know" responses 
2:1 C 9 S c F 
2:2 f S c F 
2:3 G c f G s c F 
2:4 G S C f c 
2:5 G c s c f 
2:6 9 c s c F 
2:7 G C s c f 
2:8 s c f 
2:9 G S C s c F 
2:10 G S C f c F 
2:11 9 c s c 
2:12 G s c F s c F 
2:13 G 
2:14 G G s 
2:15 G S s c F 
2:16 G S s c F 
2:17 G c 9 s c F 
2:18 G s c F 
2:19 G s 9 s c F 
9 Graduate ratings difference p<.05 G Graduate ratings difference pc.01 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 S Student ratings difference pc.01 
c Clinical supervisor ratings c Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 difference pc.01 
f Faculty ratings difference pc.05 F Faculty ratings difference pc.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining the appropriateness of service requested by or for a client 
2. deciding the adequacy of Information for making client related decisions 
3. determining appropriate resources available to implement the rehabilitation 
plan 
4. selecting clients to participate In a group counseling situation 
5. deciding the amount of time necessary for counseling sessions or client's 
decision-making process 
6. determining If a client's situation warrants referral to special resources 
7. consulting with experts In a particular field, prior to developing a training or 
educational program, to determine potential for final placement of the client In 
that field . . . , 
8. participating In a joint discussion with client In order to help arrive at a 
mutually acceptable rehabilitation plan 
9. negotiating an agreement on alternative services to be provided when a client 
has been refused a requested service . 
10. negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) for terminating rehabilitation 
services• 
11. obtaining understanding about a client's preferred servlce(s) and on the 
respective responsibilities Involved in obtaining servlce(s) 
12. reaching an understanding about the agency s financial responsibilities for the 
client's rehabilitation 
13. securing Information about the existence, onset, severity and expected duration 
of a client's dlsabllity(ies) , . 
14. developing Intermediate rehabilitation objectives for a client during a 
15. revlewln^case6notes and supportive documentation from transferred case in order 
to carry out further rehabilitation activities 
16. evaluating Information about client's training programs , 
17. interpretation of program rules and procedures to a client or significant 
io artivn rase files periodically to monitor quality of case recording 
}?: SilwtSg . £*?“«<“. plan .<«. 4-er.l.or « «st 
probable consequences of pursuing the plan 
Table 19.3. Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates' performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of four other groups, Area 3 (Career and Vocational Counseling 
for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE evalautlons 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
3:1 G S C C 
3:2 G s C s C 
3:3 G S C g S C 
3:4 G C C 
3:5 c 9 C 
3:6 f 9 C 
3:7 c c 
3:3 G S C C 
3:9 C 
3:10 G S C f G S 
Graduate ratings difference p<.05 
Student ratings difference p<.05 
Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 
Faculty ratings difference p<.05 
G Graduate ratings difference pc.Ol 
S Student ratings difference pc.Ol 
c Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference pc.Ol 
F Faculty ratings difference pc.Ol 
Tasks: 
1. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation procedures for a particular client 
2. determining level and type of training or educational program with a client 
3. evaluating client participation in or benefits being received from education, 
training or other program service in order to initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications 
4. helping an employed client identify job adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
5. promoting a client's understanding of his/her vocational strengths and 
weaknesses; Integrating the Interpretation of vocational, psychological, and 
social evaluative reports as necessary 
6. securing Information to determine a client's vocational skills, aptitudes and 
Interests 
7. assisting a client regarding vocational plans when they appear unrealistic 
8. assessing the impact of cultural-ethnic and socioeconomic factors on client's 
vocational goals 
9. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational choice with evaluative 
Information 
10. advising a client regarding the need for ambulatory/mobi11ty techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope with the job 
Table 19.4.—Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of four other groups. Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling 
for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE evalautlons 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total Item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: Item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
4:1 G c g s c f 
4:2 G 
4:3 
4:4 G G s F 
4:5 G S c F 
4:6 f G 
4:7 F G 
4:8 G 
4:9 s f G c 
4:10 G S S C 
4:11 G S 
4:12 f C 
4:13 G s c C 
4:14 G s c 
4:15 9 c 
4:16 G S c f 
4:17 G S C C 
4:18 G S S c 
4:19 f 
4:20 G c 
4:21 G s c s C 
g Graduate ratings difference p<.05 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 
c Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 
f Faculty ratings difference p<.05 
Graduate ratings dlfference p<, .01 
Student ratings difference P< .01 
Clinical supervl sor ratings 
dlfference P< .01 
Faculty ratings difference P< .01 
Tasks: 
1. planning group counseling sessions and formulating overall objectives for the 
group 
2. Identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for Interviewing or 
counseling 
3. Identifying significant person(s) In the client's life who may be helpful In 
resolving problems 
4. leading a weekly group counseling session focussed on adjustment and/or 
vocational problems 
5. providing adjustment counseling and facilitating necessary life changes in 
dealing with a degenerative disability 
6. maintaining a counseling relationship 
7. assisting clients to a deeper understanding of themselves and their relationship 
with others 
8. developing a facllltatlve counseling relationship 
9. engaging In a mutual determination on the nature and goals of counseling 
10. assisting a client with crisis resolution 
11. assisting In facilitating a needed change in a client-family relationship 
12. encouraging a client with a specific problem to take problem-solving action 
13. encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of services being provided 
assisting the client to develop the ability to cope 
facilitating client's decision process . , 
giving clients additional information about their disabilities In a scheduled 
group Information sesslon(s) ..... . 
describing, with Informed consent, the effect of a client s disability and 
present needs and progress to parents or guardlan(s) 
facilitating a client's cooperation In diagnostic procedures .... 
w. seeking Information to determine a client's conflicts, tensions and anxieties 
20. assisting the Individual to Identify and verbalize need for services 
21. discussing placement plans with client and staff members of community facility 
to alleviate client's fears regarding placement at the facility 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
Table 19.5.—Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of four other groups, Area 5 (Job Development and 
Placement for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE evalautlons 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
5:1 c S c 
5:2 S F G S F 
5:3 g S c f 9 S f 
5:4 S c F G S F 
5:5 9 c G S c f 
5:6 s C G S c F 
5:7 G c 
5:8 9 c G s 
5:9 G c G c F 
5:10 G C 9 C 
5:11 G C G S F 
5:12 G S C C 
g Graduate ratings difference p<.05 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 
c Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 
f Faculty ratings difference p<.05 
G Graduate ratings difference p<.01 
S Student ratings difference p<.01 
C Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.01 
F Faculty ratings difference p<.01 
Tasks: 
1. procure Information from the community on the existence of businesses and 
Industries 
2. determine the occupational classifications within businesses and industries in 
the community 
3. Identify and contact employers to actively develop and/or Identify job 
opportunities for rehabilitation clients 
4. evaluate job activities through the use of task analysis Inventories and job 
analysis schedules to determine aid in job modification and restructuring 
5. provide education and/or training of prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational implications, the use of assistive devices, job 
accomodation and facility services 
6. assist employers to identify, modify and/or eliminate architectural, procedural 
and/or attitudinal barriers to the employment and advancement of disabled 
Individuals 
7. review vocational, physical and social related data to determine client job 
readiness for competitive employment 
8. teach appropriate job seeking and retention skills, as needed, for competitive 
employment 
9. conduct Individual and group counseling to facilitate work adjustment 
10. establish follow-up and/or follow-along procedures for disabled clients who are 
in competitive or other employment settings 
11. reading materials pertinent to the evaluation of labor market trends 
12. providing an inquirer with detailed information about vocational rehabilitation 
and the service programs it encompasses 
Table 19.6.~Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of four other groups. Area 6 (Conmunity Resources 
Utilization) of 1978-1980 CORE evalautions 
Area: 
Task 
“Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
6:1 G S c S c f 
6:2 G s 9 S c F 
6:3 9 s c F 
6:4 9 G s c F 
6:5 G S C E 
6:6 G s c G 
6:7 9 c 
6:8 9 c s c f 
6:9 G G c 
6:10 G s c s c F 
6:11 G s s c F 
6:12 G s c s c F 
6:13 G s c s c 
6:14 G 9 c 
6:15 G c 
6:16 G c 
6:17 G c c 
6:18 G c 
6:19 G s c s c F 
9 Graduate ratings difference p<.05 G Graduate ratings difference p< .01 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 S Student ratings difference pc.Ol 
c Clinical supervisor ratings C Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 difference pc.Ol 
f Faculty ratings difference p<.05 F Faculty ratings difference p<.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining appropriate resources for providing family services 
2. conferring with liaison personnel at other community service agencies 
3. exchanging Information with other service providers involved with the client 
4. explaining the purpose of specific programs, facilities or Institutions 
5. arranging genetic counseling for a client as recommended by a medical 
professional 
6. referring client to a school or college setting for necessary coursework 
7. referring clients to community volunteer groups that provide needed resources 
8. contacting a resource to whom a client Is being referred to determine mutual 
responsibilities 
9. referring client to work adjustment center or rehabilitation facility 
10. referring to, and assisting client to deal with, those agencies or individuals 
that provide financial assistance 
11. providing Information regarding availability of medical, dental or other 
services 
12. contacting liaison person to arrange for the acceptance of a client by the 
resource center 
13. arranging a learning or reality-testing experience for a client in the 
community , , . 
14. determining whether rehabilitation centers or facilities, sheltered workshops, 
and other educational or training sites within an area provide viable 
occupational training 
15. consulting with representatives of community agenices in order to provide 
expertise in relation to the vocational problems of the disabled 
16. seeking to Improve those conditions that Impede tne successful rehabilitation of 
clients with a specific disability 
17 working with community members In developing and implementing programs to 
improve social, vocational, educational and employment opportunities for the 
18 maintaining regular contacts and attending scheduled meetings to promote 
' cooperative efforts with representatives of other programs, halfway houses and 
coimunitv agencies that provide services to clients with a specific disability 
19. providing information regarding agency programs to current and potentia 
referral sources 
Table 19.7.—Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates' performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of four other groups, Area 7 (Recording and Reporting for 
Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE evalautions 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
“don't know" responses 
7:1 G s c C 
7:2 f G 
7:3 G S C C P 
7:4 f G c 
7:5 s C F 
9 Graduate ratings difference p<.05 G Graduate ratings difference pc.01 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 S Student ratings difference pc.Ol 
c Clinical supervisor ratings C Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 difference pc.01 
f Faculty ratings difference pc.05 F Faculty ratings difference pc.Ol 
Tasks: 
1. developing a rehabilitation plan with a client 
2. preparing a summary report, detailing and synthesizing individual's vocational 
aptitudes/interests, work evaluation report, intelligence, academic achievement, 
etc. 
3. informing a client of reasons for denial of services 
4. writing a sunmary report on a rehabilitation plan 
5. maintaining a summary of Information obtained during visits with a client or a 
client's family for the case record 
Table 19.8.—Tasks with significant differences between employer ratings of 
graduates' performance and ratings of graduates' preparation by 
each of four other groups, Area 8 (Professional Participation 
and Development) of 1978-1980 CORE evalautions 
Area: 
Task 
“Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: “weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
8:1 9 C 
8:2 f 9 s 
8:3 s 9 S 
8:4 G s C C 
8:5 G S C G S C F 
8:6 SC F 
8:7 G S g S C F 
8:8 9 S C f 
8:9 G S G S C F 
8:10 9 C 
8:11 9 S S C F 
8:12 9 S C F 
9 Graduate ratings difference p<.05 G Graduate ratings difference pc.01 
s Student ratings difference p<.05 S Student ratings difference pc.01 
c Clinical supervisor ratings c Clinical supervisor ratings 
difference p<.05 difference pc.01 
f Faculty ratings difference p<.05 F Faculty ratings difference pc.01 
Tasks: 
1. participating in appropriate professional organizations 
2. involvement in current issues affecting the profession and/or client 
populations 
3. assisting In the preparation of legislative proposals to be considered on the 
state, or possibly federal, level 
4. self-initiating or participating In agency-initiated research or evaluation 
projects 
5. participating actively in regularly scheduled meetings in program area 
6. learning application of agency policies and procedures by reading manuals, case 
records and other materials 
7. reviewing agency's rules to determine requirements for employment and promotion 
8. determining methods to assess problems involved in delivering services to 
rehabilitation clients 
9. consulting with staff development specialists to establish and coordinate 
training efforts 
10. disseminating information about the program through community participation, 
speeches, correspondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, radio and TV 
proQf^itis 
11. participating actively in training conferences and in-service training sessions 
12. sharing information gained at training sessions with colleagues who did not 
attend 
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Number of significant differences 
by performance tctsk and area 
For Task 3 (identifying significant person or persons in the 
clients' life who may be helpful in resolving problems) in the fourth 
area there is a failure to find a significant difference in each of 
the eight comparisons. For the remaining 109 performance tasks the 
number of significant differences ranges from one for each of six 
tasks to seven for each of six other tasks. The following tasks have 
only one .01 or .05 significant difference among the eight 
comparisons: Task 6 (seeking information to assess the psychological 
implications of the individual's words or actions as related to 
his/her disability) in the interpretation of evaluations area; Task 13 
(securing information about the existence, onset, severity, and 
expected duration of a client's disability or disabilities) in the 
planning and case management area; Task 9 (assessing the consistency 
of a client's vocational choice with evaluative information) in the 
career and vocational counseling area; and Tasks 2, 8, and 19 
(identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for interviewing 
or counseling; developing a facilitative counseling relationship, and 
seeking information to determine a client's conflicts, tensions, and 
anxieties) in the personal and social counseling area. There are 
seven significant differences for each of the following tasks. Task 4 
(consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a 
client in relation to rehabilitation planning) and Task 12 (preparing 
abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions) in the 
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interpretation of evaluations area. Task 3 (determining appropriate 
resources available to implement the rehabilitation plan) and Task 12 
(reaching an understanding about the agency's financial responsibility 
for the client's rehabilitation) in the planning and case management 
area. Task 3 (identify and contact employer to actively develop and/or 
identify job opportunities for rehabilitation clients) in the job 
development and placement area, and Task 5 (participating actively in 
regularly scheduled meetings in program area) in the professional 
participation and development area. 
The number of significant differences among the comparisons of 
task ratings in each of the areas is as follows: 51 among 96 in Area 
1 (Interpretation of Evaluations), 92 among 152 in Area 2 (Planning 
and Case Management), 37 among 80 in Area 3 (Career and Vocational 
Counseling), 61 among 168 in Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling), 
57 among 96 in Area 5 (Job Development and Placement), 79 among 152 in 
Area 6 (Community Resources Utilization), 17 among in Area 7 
(Recording and Reporting), and 49 among 96 in Area 8 (Professional 
Participation and Development). 
Number of significant differences 
by respondent group 
Of the 220 comparisons of ratings of graduates preparation for 
rehabilitation tasks by each of four groups and the ratings of 
graduates' performance by their employers, there are differences 
between the groups in the number of significant differences with 
employers and the percentage of comparisons that are significantly 
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different. There are significant differences with clinical 
supervisors in 62 percent or 137 of the comparisons (56 with total 
ratings and 81 with total survey respondents), with graduates in 56 
percent or 124 of the comparisons (76 with total ratings and 48 with 
total survey respondents), with students in 50 percent of 110 of the 
comparisons (47 with total ratings and 64 with total survey 
respondents), and with faculty in 33 percent of 72 of the comparisons 
(22 with total ratings and 50 with total survey respondents). 
Magnitude and direction of 
significant differences between 
task ratings by employers and 
each of four groups 
The magnitude and direction of differences between task ratings 
by each of four groups and by employers in 1978-1980 are presented in 
32 tables: one for each group's ratings of the performance task items 
in each of the eight areas. The findings for each respondent group 
compared with employers are separately described. 
Magnitude and direction of 
significant differences 
with graduates 
The magnitude and direction of each difference between task 
ratings by graduates and employers are presented in Tables 20.1 to 
20.8. The mean of the 124 significant differences is 10.37. In 88 of 
the 124 significant differences the proportion of "strong" ratings by 
Table 20.1.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 1 
(Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social, Vocational 
Evaluationsfor Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
rati ngs 
“strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
1:1 93.2 -4.6* 85.1 -4.2 
1:2 96.4 -2.9 87.6 -2.6 
1:3 94.0 -2.9 81.6 + 1.7 
1:4 92.9 -9.0** 71.7 + .8 
1:5 86.0 -4.2 56.6 +14.3** 
1:6 92.9 -1.8 78.4 + .5 
1:7 93.4 -5.3* 73.4 +4.9 
1:8 82.5 -8.6** 52.6 +13.2** 
1:9 80.1 -6.9* 48.9 +14.2** 
1:10 85.5 -11.6** 49.9 +13.8** 
1:11 92.5 -6.7** 61.0 +16.8** 
1:12 86.9 -18.6** 64.3 -10.5** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining a client's readiness for a particular type of counseling approach, 
rehabilitation service or employment 
2. evaluating client's stated need to determine if the service which the client is 
requesting is appropriate 
3. evaluating information about a client's problems to determine a counseling 
approach that might help a client adapt to a setting or situation 
4. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in 
relation to rehabilitation planning 
5. providing integrated medical information to the client 
6. seeking information to assess the psychological implications of the individual's 
words or actions as related to his/her disability 
7. assessing a client's past adjustment to the work world 
8. interpreting the results of individual intelligence tests 
9. Interpreting the results of personality inventories 
10. Interpreting the results of group intelligence, aptitude and achievement tests 
11. interpreting the results of vocational interest inventories 
12. preparing abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions 
Table 20.2.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 2 
(Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management for Individual 
Clients)'of 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
"Strong" ratings as a "Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total Item percent of total survey 
ratings "weak" and responses: item non- 
"strong ratings responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Area: 
Task 
Employers 
Difference Difference 
from employers Employers from employers 
2:1 95.4 -2.4 87.3 -4.9* 
2:2 92.1 +1.2 83.6 -1.9 
2:3 92.4 -5.8** 84.6 -7.3** 
2:4 82.8 -21.0** 49.1 +1.2 
2:5 86.6 -12.9** 65.8 -6.3 
2:6 95.2 -3.8* 84.1 -2.2 
2:7 90.3 -9.6** 69.0 -.2 
2:8 97.2 1.4 87.3 +2.1 
2:9 90.6 -12.1** 62.5 + .2 
2:10 91.6 -15.0** 62.3 -.9 
2:11 95.2 -4.9* 73.2 -1.5 
2:12 89.6 -14.2** 64.3 • -4.8 
2:13 95.4 -.5 77.7 +6.8** 
2:14 83.3 -10.6** 48.4 +9.4** 
2:15 96.3 -9.8** 76.4 -2.4 
2:16 94.7 -8.6** 74.9 -2.0 
2:17 95.1 -5.8** 81.1 -15.9* 
2:18 81.7 -8.7** 65.3 -4.2 
2:19 93.1 -8.6** 77.4 -7.1* 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of “strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. determining the appropriateness of service requested by or for a client. 
2. deciding the adequacy of Information for making client related decisions. 
3. determining appropriate resources available to implement the rehabilitation 
plan. 
4. selecting clients to participate in a group counseling situation. 
5. deciding the amount of time necessary for counseling sessions or client's 
decision-making process. 
6. determining If a client's situation warrants referral to special resources. 
7. consulting with experts in a particular field, prior to developing a training or 
educational program, to determine potential for final placement of the client in 
that field. 
8. participating in a joint discussion with client In order to help arrive at a 
mutually acceptable rehabilitation plan. 
9. negotiating an agreement on alternative services to be provided when a client 
has been refused a requested service. 
IQ. negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) for terminating rehabilitation 
servicss• 
11. obtaining understanding about a client's preferred service(s) and on the 
respective responsibilities involved in obtaining service(s). 
12. reaching an understanding about the agency's financial responsibilities for the 
client's rehabilitation. 
13. securing Information about the existence, onset, severity and expected duration 
of a client's dlsabillty(ies). 
14. developing intermediate rehabilitation objectives for a client during a 
15. reviewin^case6notes and supportive documentation from transferred case In order 
to carry out further rehabilitation activities, 
evaluating information about client's training programs. 16. 
17. 
i iur aLiu uu v - --.^ 
interpretation of program rules and procedures to a client or significant 
18. 
19. 
■viewing active case files periodically to monitor quality of ca*<; 
ialuating a rehabilitation plan with supervisor to test the feasibility and 
-obable consequences of pursuing the plan. 
Table 20.3.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 3 (Career 
and Vocational Counseling for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, rati ngs, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
3:1 93.4 
-16.8** 67.2 
-.2 
3:2 95.1 
-8.0** 76.4 -1.4 
3:3 94.8 
-11.5** 72.7 
-6.0* 
3:4 90.4 
-12.9** 63.0 +3.3 
3:5 94.3 
-1.9 78.4 +5.4 
3:6 95.2 
-1.6 79.4 +6.2* 
3:7 93.3 -3.2 75.7 +3.5 
3:3 88.3 
-13.9** 57.8 +4.8 
3:9 92.7 -3.4 72.0 +4.6 
3:10 89.3 -16.1** 45.7 +13.1** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation procedures for a particular client 
2. determining level and type of training or educational program with a client 
3. evaluating client participation in or benefits being received from education, 
training or other program service in order to initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications 
4. helping an employed client identify job adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
5. promoting a client's understanding of his/her vocational strengths and 
weaknesses; integrating the interpretation of vocational, psychological, and 
social evaluative reports as necessary 
6. securing information to determine a client's vocational skills, aptitudes and 
Interests 
7. assisting a client regarding vocational plans when they appear unrealistic 
8. assessing the impact of cultural-ethnic and socioeconomic factors on client's 
vocational goals 
9. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational choice with evaluative 
Information 
10. advising a client regarding the need for ambulatory/mobi1ity techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope with the job 
Dlfferen^es^between^mpioyer^ratlngs^o^graduates; perforwnce and 
sess sEss:actrse,in9 for ind,vid- ci^> °f 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total Item 
ratings: "weak" and 
strong" ratings 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
4:1 70.8 
-12.3** 
4:2 95.1 
-1.6 
4:3 92.9 
-3.8 
4:4 68.5 
-12.6** 
4:5 84.9 
-19.9** 
4:6 96.7 + .2 
4:7 92.5 + .5 
4:8 96.8 + .9 
4:9 93.9 
-.4 
4:10 93.1 
-10.5** 
4:11 87.3 
-16.1** 
4:12 96.0 
-2.4 
4:13 94.6 
-8.1** 
4:14 95.2 
-5.5** 
4:15 94.5 
-.8 
4:16 73.0 
-21.9** 
4:17 91.3 
-18.8** 
4:18 96.2 
-6.9** 
4:19 92.6 
-.5 
4:20 95.8 
-5.4** 
4:21 93.7 
-10.0** 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: Item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
41.4 
76.7 
74.9 
36.2 
48.9 
86.6 
76.7 
82.9 
76.4 
76.7 
56.1 
83.6 
73.4 
78.7 
80.4 
33.5 
57.3 
74.4 
77.7 
78.9 
69.7 
+8.4* * 
+7.9** 
+5.2 
+10.5** 
+2.4 
+5.4** 
+7.5** 
+8.9** 
+8.6** 
-4.8 
+2.4 
+2.3 
-.2 
-.4 
+5.2* 
+5.2 
+ 1.4 
-.4 
+4.2 
-.8 
-.7 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. planning group counseling sessions and formulating overall objectives for the 
group 
2. Identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for Interviewing or 
counseling 
3. Identifying significant person(s) In the client's life who may be helpful In 
resolving problems 
4. leading a weekly group counseling session focussed on adjustment and/or 
vocational problems 
5. providing adjustment counseling and facilitating necessary life changes In 
dealing with a degenerative disability 
6. maintaining a counseling relationship 
7. assisting clients to a deeper understanding of themselves and their relationship 
with others 
8. developing a facllltatlve counseling relationship 
9. engaging In a mutual determination on the nature and goals of counseling 
10. assisting a client with crisis resolution 
11. assisting in facilitating a needed change In a client-family relationship 
12. encouraging a client with a specific problem to take problem-solving action 
13. encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of services being provided 
14. assisting the client to develop the ability to cope 
15. facilitating client’s decision process 
16. giving clients additional Information about their disabilities In a scheduled 
group information sesslon(s) 
17. describing, with Informed consent, the effect of a client's disability and 
present needs and progress to parents or guardlan(s) 
18. facilitating a client's cooperation In diagnostic procedures 
19. seeking Information to determine a client's conflicts, tensions and anxieties 
20. assisting the Individual to Identify and verbalize need for services 
21. discussing placement plans with client and staff members of community facility 
to alleviate client's fears regarding placement at the facility 
Table 20.5.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 5 (Job 
Development and Placement for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: “weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
5:1 69.6 -7.2 45.4 +5.3 
5:2 62.2 -4.0 36.7 +10.0** 
5:3 68.2 -10.0* 40.4 +8.3*. 
5:4 56.3 -2.9 26.8 + 17.8** 
5:5 66.7 -9.9* 34.2 +11.4** 
5:6 65.3 -5.3 31.8 +15.9** 
5:7 93.7 -3.8 69.7 +8.9** 
5:8 87.8 -7.0* 57.1 +12.5** 
5:9 85.7 -9.9** 52.1 +12.3** 
5:10 87.1 -15.0** 50.1 +6.9* 
5:11 68.2 -14.5** 33.0 +8.3** 
5:12 93.3 -14.5** 58.3 +2.0 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. procure information from the community on the existence of businesses and 
Industries 
2. determine the occupational classifications within businesses and industries in 
the community 
3. Identify and contact employers to actively develop and/or identify job 
opportunities for rehabilitation clients 
4. evaluate job activities through the use of task analysis inventories and job 
analysis schedules to determine aid in job modification and restructuring 
5. provide education and/or training of prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational implications, the use of assistive devices, job 
accomodation and facility services 
6. assist employers to Identify, modify and/or eliminate architectural, procedural 
and/or attitudinal barriers to the employment and advancement of disabled 
Individuals 
7. review vocational, physical and social related data to determine client job 
readiness for competitive employment 
8. teach appropriate job seeking and retention skills, as needed, for competitive 
employment . 
9. conduct individual and group counseling to facilitate work adjustment 
10. establish follow-up and/or follow-along procedures for disabled clients who are 
In competitive or other employment settings 
11 reading materials pertinent to the evaluation of labor market trends 
12. providing an Inquirer with detailed information about vocational rehabilitation 
and the service programs it encompasses 
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Table 20.6.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates'performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 6 
(Conmunity Resources Utilization) of 1970-1990 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
6:1 87.9 -15.4** 63.3 -2.5 
6:2 93.7 -7.1** 81.1 -6.1 
6:3 95.3 -3.0 86.4 -6.5* 
6:4 94.6 -4.2* 82.9 -7.2** 
6:5 81.1 -37.7** 26.6 +3.1 
6:6 98.2 -8.0** 66.3 +9.2** 
6:7 90.1 -5.9* 63.5 +5.5 
6:8 94.7 -5.2* 75.7 -1.7 
6:9 97.0 -4.7** 72.5 +7.7** 
6:10 91.7 -10.4** 71.2 -3.2 
6:11 92.6 -7.9** 68.7 +1.7 
6:12 97.0 -9.0** 73.2 -3.8 
6:13 88.5 -18.8** 47.6 -.7 
6:14 92.7 -7.2** 66.0 +6.5* 
6:15 84.4 -9.0** 56.3 +4.2 
6:16 91.1 -9.8** 65.8 -.6 
6:17 77.6 -11.6** 47.4 +3.7 
6:18 84.4 -9.5** 56.6 +3.4 
6:19 94.7 -10.6** 70.5 -4.2 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
4 
Tasks: 
1. determining appropriate resources for providing family services 
2. conferring with liaison personnel at other community service agencies 
3. exchanging information with other service providers involved with the client 
4. explaining the purpose of specific programs, facilities or institutions 
5. arranging genetic counseling for a client as recommended by a medical 
professional 
6. referring client to a school or college setting for necessary coursework 
7. referring clients to community volunteer groups that provide needed resources 
8*. contacting a resource to whom a client Is being referred to determine mutual 
responsibilities 
9 referring client to work adjustment center or rehabilitation facility 
10. referring to, and assisting client to deal with, those agencies or individuals 
that provide financial assistance . 
11. providing Information regarding availability of medical, dental or other 
serviC6S 
12. contacting liaison person to arrange for the acceptance of a client by the 
resource center . ,. . . ... 
J. arranging a learning or reality-testing experience for a client in the 
i. determining whether rehabilitation centers or facilities, sheltered workshops, 
and other educational or training sites within an area provide viable 
5. consultin^with representatives of community agenices in order to provide 
expertise in relation to the vocational problems of the disabled _ 
6. seeking to improve those conditions that Impede the successful rehabilitation of 
clients with a soecific disability 
7. working with conmunity members in developing and implementing pl"°^ams to 
improve social, vocational, educational and employment opportunities for the 
ills; 
providing information regarding agency programs to current and potentia 
referral sources 
,8. 
.9. 
Table 20.7.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 7 
(Recording and Reporting for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, rati ngs, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
7:1 95.6 -6.2** 80.9 + .5 
7:2 86.2 +1.4 70.0 +9.6** 
7:3 94.4 -14.3** 66.5 -1.5 
7:4 87.7 .0 70.5 +7.8** 
7:5 91.6 -3.1 75.4 +2.7 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p< .05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. developing a rehabilitation plan with a client 
2. preparing a summary report, detailing and synthesizing individual's vocational 
aptitudes/interests, work evaluation report, intelligence, academic achievement, 
etc. 
3. informing a client of reasons for denial of services 
4. writing a summary report on a rehabilitation plan 
5. maintaining a summary of information obtained during visits with a client or a 
client's family for the case record 
Table 20.8—Differences between employer ratings of graduates’ performance and 
ratings by graduates of their preparation, tasks in Area 8 
(Professional Participation and Development) of 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
8:1 81.8 
-5.3 59.1 +6.3* 
8:2 81.6 -3.9 60.5 +6.5* 
8:3 32.5 -6.9 13.2 +5.6* 
8:4 74.6 
-19.3** 45.2 -1.7 
8:5 93.3 -16.6** 78.9 
-17.0** 
8:6 90.2 
-4.2 77.0 -4.7 
3:7 89.3 
-12.0** 66.3 -7.8* 
8:8 90.0 -5.6* 69.5 -.4 
8:9 89.1 
-16.0** 64.8 -8.4** 
8:10 60.4 
-9.2* 37.5 + .7 
8:11 90.6 -5.0* 76.7 -2.7 
8:12 87.3 -6.2* 66.5 .0 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. participating in appropriate professional organizations 
2. involvement in current issues affecting the profession and/or client 
populations 
3. assisting in the preparation of legislative proposals to be considered on the 
state, or possibly federal, level 
4. self-initiating or participating in agency-initiated research or evaluation 
projects 
5. participating actively in regularly scheduled meetings in program area 
6. learning application of agency policies and procedures by reading manuals, case 
records and other materials 
7. reviewing agency’s rules to determine requirements for employment and promotion 
8. determining methods to assess problems involved in delivering services to 
rehabilitation clients 
9. consulting with staff development specialists to establish and coordinate 
training efforts 
10. disseminating Information about the program through coirmunity participation, 
speeches, correspondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, radio and TV 
programs 
11. participating actively In training conferences and in-service training sessions 
12. sharing information gained at training sessions with colleagues who did not 
attend 
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graduates is smaller than the employer proportion and the mean of 
these significant differences is 10.66, and the mean of remaining 36 
differences in which the graduate proportion of "strong" ratings is 
larger than the employer proportion is 9.65. 
The significant differences in each of the eight areas represent 
a combination of smaller and larger proportions of "strong" ratings by 
the graduates than by the employers. 
Magnitude and direction of 
significant differences 
with students 
The magnitude and direction of each difference between 
performance task ratings by current RCE students and ratings by 
employers are presented in Tables 21.1 to 21.8. The mean of the 110 
significant differences is 9.99. Of the 110 significant differences, 
86 represent a smaller proportion of "strong" ratings by the students 
than by employers with a 9.98 mean of significant differences and 24 
represent a larger proportion of "strong" ratings by the students than 
by the employers with a mean of 10.04. 
In all 19 significant differences among the 38 comparisons in 
Area 6 (Community Resources Utilization) and the three significant 
differences among the 10 comparisons in Area 7 (Recording and 
Reporting) the proportion of "strong1 ratings by the RCE students is 
smaller than the employer proportion. 
Table 21.1.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 1 
(Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social. Vocational 
Evaluations for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong1 
ratings as a 
of total item 
“weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, rati ngs, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
1:1 93.2 -3.9 85.1 
-13.5** 
1:2 96.4 -2.9 87.6 -11.7** 
1:3 94.0 -2.1 81.6 -5.3* 
1:4 92.9 -8.0** 71.7 -8.9** 
1:5 86.0 -1.3 56.6 +7.4* 
1:6 92.9 -.1 78.4 -5.8* 
1:7 93.4 -1.3 73.4 -.9 
1:8 82.5 -2.4 52.6 +6.6* 
1:9 80.1 -.4 48.9 +9.3** 
1:10 85.5 -6.5* 49.9 +4.9 
1:11 92.5 -3.4 61.0 +6.5* 
1:12 86.9 -8.8** 64.3 -13.3** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p < . 01 
Tasks: 
1. determining a client's readiness for a particular type of counseling approach, 
rehabilitation service or employment 
2. evaluating client's stated need to determine If the service which the client is 
requesting is appropriate 
3. evaluating Information about a client's problems to determine a counseling 
approach that might help a client adapt to a setting or situation 
4. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in 
relation to rehabilitation planning 
5. providing Integrated medical information to the client 
6. seeking information to assess the psychological implications of the individual's 
words or actions as related to his/her disability 
7. assessing a client's past adjustment to the work world 
8. Interpreting the results of Individual intelligence tests 
9. interpreting the results of personality inventories 
10. Interpreting the results of group intelligence, aptitude and achievement tests 
11. interpreting the results of vocational interest Inventories 
12. preparing abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions 
Table 21.2. Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 2 
(Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management for Individual 
Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
rati ngs 
"strong1 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: 1 tern non¬ 
responses, rati ngs, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
2:1 95.4 -2.5 87.3 -15.3** 
2:2 92.1 + .6 83.6 -13.5** 
2:3 92.4 -.6 84.6 -11.6** 
2:4 82.8 -11.5** 49.1 -4.1 
2:5 86.6 -5.3 65.8 -11.0** 
2:6 95.2 -2.0 84.1 -11.8** 
2:7 90.3 -4.1 69.0 -8.0** 
2:8 97.2 -.6 87.3 -5.3* 
2:9 90.6 -9,9** 62.5 -8.9** 
2:10 91.6 -6.3* 62.3 -3.6 
2:11 95.2 -2.4 73.2 -8.2** 
2:12 89.6 -6.5* 64.3 -7.3* 
2:13 95.4 -.4 77.7 -.5 
2:14 83.3 -.6 48.4 +9.4** 
2:15 96.3 -7.1** 76.4 -12.4** 
2:16 94.7 -5.8** 74.9 -10.6** 
2:17 95.1 -3.4 81.1 -14.5** 
2:18 81.7 +1.6 65.3 -11.8** 
2:19 | 93.1 -4.3* 77.4 -16.8** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18 
19 
determining the appropriateness of service requested by or for a client 
deciding the adequacy of information for making client related decisions 
determining appropriate resources available to Implement the rehabilitation 
plan 
selecting clients to participate In a group counseling situation ( 
deciding the amount of time necessary for counseling sessions or client s 
decision-making process 
determining If a client's situation warrants referral to special resources 
consulting with experts in a particular field, prior to developing a training or 
educational program, to determine potential for final placement of the client in 
that field , . 
participating In a joint discussion with client in order to help arrive at a 
mutually acceptable rehabilitation plan . . . . , 
negotiating an agreement on alternative services to be provided when a client 
has been refused a requested service 
negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) for terminating rehabilitation 
SSI^VlC6S 
obtaining understanding about a client's preferred service(s) and on the 
resDective responsibilities involved In obtaining service(s) 
reaching an understanding about the agency's financial responsibilities for the 
securing Information about the existence, onset, severity and expected duration 
of a client's dlsability(ies) 
developing Intermediate rehabilitation objectives for a client during a 
revlewing'case6notes and supportive documentation from transferred case in order 
to carry out further rehabilitation activities 
evaluating Information about client's training programs . nt 
interpretation of program rules and procedures to a client or slgmfica 
ottl'rs. n artlvp case files periodically to monitor quality of case recording 
• evaluatlng^rehabl 11 tatlon Pplan with supervisor to test the feasibility and 
probable consequences of pursuing the plan 
Table 21.3.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates’ performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 3 (Career 
evaluations03 Counsel1n9 for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings: 
"strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, rati ngs, and 
"don't know" responses 
Tdsk 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
3:1 93.4 
-6.4** 67.2 + .4 3:2 95.1 
-4.2* 76.4 
-5.7* 
3:3 94.8 
-7.7** 72.7 
-12.2** 3:4 90.4 
-3.1 63.0 + .9 
3:5 94.3 + 1.1 78.4 
-1.8 3:6 95.2 +1.1 79.4 
-.4 
3:7 93.3 + .6 75.7 
-1.5 
3:8 88.3 -9.1** 57.8 
-1.0 
3:9 92.7 + .5 72.0 
-1.5 
3:10 89.3 
-9.6** 45.7 +11.6** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation procedures for a particular client 
2. determining level and type of training or educational program with a client 
3. evaluating client participation in or benefits being received from education, 
training or other program service in order to initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications 
4. helping an employed client Identify job adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
5. promoting a client's understanding of his/her vocational strengths and 
weaknesses; Integrating the interpretation of vocational, psychological, and 
social evaluative reports as necessary 
6. securing information to determine a client's vocational skills, aptitudes and 
Interests 
7. assisting a client regarding vocational plans when they appear unrealistic 
8. assessing the impact of cultural-ethnic and socioeconomic factors on client's 
vocational goals 
9. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational choice with evaluative 
1 nformation 
10. advising a client regarding the need for ambulatory/mobility techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope with the job 
Table 21.4.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 4 (Personal 
and Social Counseling for Individual Clients) of 1978-1930 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
4:1 70.8 -2.3 41.4 +7.1* 
4:2 95.1 -2.0 76.7 -.1 
4:3 92.9 + .4 74.9 +1.5 
4:4 68.5 -5.8 36.2 +6.8* 
4:5 84.9 -10.0** 48.9 +2.1 
4:6 96.7 +1.3 86.6 + .7 
4:7 92.5 +2.6 76.7 +3.3 
4:8 96.8 + .6 82.9 +3.0 
4:9 93.9 +2,8* 76.4 +4.6 
4:10 93.1 -7.3** 76.7 -12.0** 
4:11 87.3 -7.8** 56.1 -.7 
4:12 96.0 -.5 83.6 -3.6 
4:13 94.6 -3.8* 73.4 -3.2 
4:14 95.2 -2.8 78.7 -6.6* 
4:15 94.5 + .3 80.4 -1.8 
4:16 73.0 -14.8** 33.5 +2.7 
4:17 91.3 -12.7** 57.3 -2.7 
4:18 96.2 -5.2** 74.4 -8.0** 
4:19 92.6 +1.4 77.7 -.7 
4:20 95.8 -2.5 78.9 -4.7 
4:21 93.7 -5.5* 69.7 -6.4* 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong” ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. planning group counseling sessions and formulating overall objectives for the 
group 
2. Identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for interviewing or 
counseling ... . . . . , . 
3. identifying significant person(s) In the client s life who may be helpful in 
resolving problems 
4. leading a weekly group counseling session focussed on adjustment and/or 
vocational problems ,. 
5. providing adjustment counseling and facilitating necessary life changes in 
dealing with a degenerative disability 
6. maintaining a counseling relationship , , . , .. . . 
7. assisting clients to a deeper understanding of themselves and their relationship 
with others 
8. developing a facilltative counseling relationship 
9. engaging in a mutual determination on the nature and goals of counseling 
10* assisting a client with crisis resolution . 
11* assisting in facilitating a needed change in a client-family relationship 
12" encouraging a client with a specific problem to take problem-solving action 
13* encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of services being provided 
14* assisting the client to develop the ability to cope 
IS- «,r «.«<«« 
v. Kti?:rStt “4‘ria"!..™.« .«.«•» * =«•»*•* 
present needs and progress to parents or guardian(s) 
lfi facilitating a client's cooperation in diagnostic procedures . 
9'. seeking4 in format ion to determine a client's conflicts tensions and anxieties 
fl*. d1scuss1ngtplacement<^plans°w1thnc^1entnand^staff^members of community facility 
to alleviate client's fears regarding placement at the facility 
Table 21.5.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 5 (Job 
Development and Placement for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
5:1 69.6 +5.7 
5:2 62.2 +14.0** 
5:3 68.2 +8.7** 
5:4 56.3 +12.1** 
5:5 66.7 +1.7 
5:6 65.3 +8.6* 
5:7 93.7 
-2.5 
5:8 87.8 -2.5 
5:9 85.7 -4.4 
5:10 87.1 -5.1 
5:11 68.2 -4.5 
5:12 93.3 -10.8** 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
45.4 +8.6** 
36.7 +15.0** 
40.4 +15.1** 
26.8 +18.7** 
34.2 +10.5** 
31.8 +19.2** 
69.7 
-.7 
57.1 +6.8* * 
52.1 +5.3 
50.1 +3.4 
33.0 +8.1** 
58.3 
-3.3 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
**p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. procure information from the community on the existence of businesses and 
Industries 
2. determine the occupational classifications within businesses and industries in 
the community 
3. Identify and contact employers to actively develop and/or identify job 
opportunities for rehabilitation clients 
4. evaluate job activities through the use of task analysis inventories and job 
analysis schedules to determine aid in job modification and restructuring 
5. provide education and/or training of prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational implications, the use of assistive devices, job 
accomodation and facility services 
6. assist employers to identify, modify and/or eliminate architectural, procedural 
and/or attitudinal barriers to the employment and advancement of disabled 
Individuals 
7. review vocational, physical and social related data to determine client job 
readiness for competitive employment 
8. teach appropriate job seeking and retention skills, as needed, for competitive 
employment 
9. conduct individual and group counseling to facilitate work adjustment 
10. establish follow-up and/or follow-along procedures for disabled clients who are 
in competitive or other employment settings 
11. reading materials pertinent to the evaluation of labormarket trends 
12. providing an Inquirer with detailed information about vocational rehabilitation 
and the service programs it encompasses 
Table 21.6.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks In Area 6 
(Community Resources Utilization) of 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total Item 
ratings: "weak" and 
“strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: Item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
6:1 87.9 -12.1** 63.3 -11.3** 
6:2 93.7 -4.7* 81.1 -17.1** 
6:3 95.3 -2.3 86.4 -18.0** 
6:4 94.6 -3.1 82.9 -14.6** 
6:5 81.1 -25.1** 26.6 +3.8 
6:6 98.2 -4.5** 66.3 +2.7 
6:7 90.1 -4.3 63.5 -3.1 
6:3 94.7 -3.0 75.7 -10.2** 
6:9 97.0 -1.9 72.5 -.4 
6:10 91.7 -7.8** 71.2 -11.6 
6:11 92.6 -6.1** 68.7 -7.2* 
6:12 97.0 -8.4** 73.2 -14.7** 
6:13 88.5 -13.5** 47.6 -7.1* 
6:14 92.7 -4.3 66.0 ' -1.5 
6:15 84.4 -2.0 56.3 .0 
6:16 91.1 -4.0 65.8 -2.2 
6:17 77.6 -2.6 47.4 +2.1 
6:18 84.4 -5.7 56.6 -5.6 
6:19 94.7 -5.9** 70.5 -10.7** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining appropriate resources for providing family services 
2. conferring witn liaison personnel at other community service agencies 
3. exchanging Information with other service providers involved with the client 
4. explaining the purpose of specific programs, facilities or Institutions 
5. arranging genetic counseling for a client as recommended by a medical 
professional 
6. referring client to a school or college setting for necessary coursework 
7. referring clients to community volunteer groups that provide needed resources 
8. contacting a resource to whom a client is being referred to determine mutual 
responsibilities 
9. referring client to work adjustment center or rehabilitation facility 
10. referring to, and assisting client to deal with, those agencies or Individuals 
that provide financial assistance 
11. providing Information regarding availability of medical, dental or other 
services 
12. contacting liaison person to arrange for the acceptance of a client by the 
resource center 
13. arranging a learning or reality-testing experience for a client In the 
community , . , . 
14. determining whether rehabilitation centers or facilities, sheltered workshops, 
and other educational or training sites within an area provide viable 
occupational training 
15. consulting with representatives of conwunity agenlces in order to provide 
expertise In relation to the vocational problems of the disabled 
16. seeking to Improve those conditions that Impede the successful rehabilitation of 
clients with a specific disability 
17. worklnq with conmunlty members In developing and implementing programs to 
Improve social, vocational, educational and employment opportunities for the 
18 maintaining regular contacts and attending scheduled meetings to Pr0"'°t;® 
cooDeratlve efforts with representatives of other programs, halfway houses and 
rournunltv aqencles that provide services to clients with a specific disability 
19. providing Information regarding agency programs to current and potential 
referral sources 
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Table 21.7.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 7 
(Recording and Reporting for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
"Strong" ratings as a "Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total item percent of total survey 
rati ngs "weak" and responses: item non- 
"strong' rati ngs responses, ratings, and 
Area: 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
7:1 95.6 -3.5* 80.9 
-3.6 
7:2 86.2 +4.0 70.0 +1.6 
7:3 94.4 -8.3** 66.5 -318 
7:4 87.7 +1.2 70.5 -2.4 
7:5 91.6 -1.4 75.4 -5.4* 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of “strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. developing a rehabilitation plan with a client 
2. preparing a summary report, detailing and synthesizing individual's vocational 
aptitudes/interests, work evaluation report, intelligence, academic achievement, 
etc. 
3. Informing a client of reasons for denial of services 
4. writing a summary report on a rehabilitation plan 
5. maintaining a summary of information obtained during visits with a client or a 
client's family for the case record 
4 
Table 21.8.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings by students of their preparation, tasks in Area 8 
(Professional Participation and Development) of 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
8:1 81.8 + .1 59.1 +3.0 
8:2 81.6 +3.4 60.5 +6.5* 
8:3 32.5 +10.1* 13.2 +11.4** 
8:4 74.6 -8.0* 45.2 -5.1 
8:5 93.3 -13.8** 78.9 -25.1** 
8:6 90.2 -4.0 77.9 -17.9** 
8:7 89.3 -8.1** 66.3 -16.2** 
8:8 90.0 -2.8 69.5 -8.9** 
8:9 89.1 -7.7** 64.3 -16.8** 
8:10 60.4 + .6 37.5 -1.0 
8:11 90.6 -7.4** 76.7 -18.7** 
8:12 87.3 -3.7 66.5 -11.3** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. participating in appropriate professional organizations 
2. involvement in current issues affecting the profession and/or client 
populations 
3. assisting in the preparation of legislative proposals to be considered on the 
state, or possibly federal, level 
4. self-initiating or participating in agency-initiated research or evaluation 
projects 
5. participating actively in regularly scheduled meetings in program area 
6. learning application of agency policies and procedures by reading manuals, case 
records and other materials 
7. reviewing agency's rules to determine requirements for employment and promotion 
8. determining methods to assess problems involved in delivering services to 
rehabilitation clients 
9. consulting with staff development specialists to establish and coordinate 
training efforts 
10. disseminating information about the program through community participation, 
speeches, correspondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, radio and TV 
programs 
11. participating actively in training conferences and in-service training sessions 
12. sharing information gained at training sessions with colleagues who did not 
attend 
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Magnitude and direction of significant 
differences with clinical supervisors 
The magnitude and direction of each difference between task 
ratings by clinical supervisors and by employers are presented in 
Table 22.1 to 22.8. There are significant differences with clinical 
supervisors in each of the eight areas and in all 137 significant 
differences the proportion of "strong" ratings by the clinical 
supervisors is smaller than the corresponding proportion of "strong" 
ratings by employers. The mean of these 137 significant differences 
is 10.84. 
Magnitude and direction of 
significant differences 
with faculty 
The magnitude and direction of each difference between task 
ratings by faculty and by employers is presented in Tables 23.1 to 
23.8. The mean of the 72 significant differences among the 220 
comparisons is 11.94. In 45 of the significant differences the 
proportion of "strong" ratings by the faculty members is smaller than 
the employer proportion and the mean of these significant differences 
is 12.88. The mean of the 27 comparisons in which the faculty 
proportion of "strong" assessments is larger than the employer 
proportion is 10.39. 
In the nine significant differences among the 42 comparisons in 
Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling) and the 10 significant 
Table 22.1. 
'rlnnE be^we!n ?mPloyer stings of graduates1 performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by clinical supervisors tasks in 
Area 1 (Interpretation of Medical, Educational. Social, Vocational 
Evaluations for Individual Clients) of 1978-1930 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
1:1 93.2 -4.7* 85.1 
-17.6** 
1:2 96.4 -5.4** 87.6 
-15.2** 
1:3 94.0 -4.3 81.6 
-9.2** 
1:4 92.9 -5.7* 71.7 
-10.2** 
1:5 86.0 -3.8 56.6 -1.7 
1:6 92.9 -.7 78.4 
-5.7 
1:7 93.4 -6.9** 73.4 
-9.3** 
1:8 82.5 -8.8* 52.6 
-1.3 
1:9 80.1 -11.4** 48.9 -3.5 
1:10 85.5 -9.0* 49.9 
-.5 
1:11 92.5 -4.9 61.0 -.4 
1:12 86.9 -13.8** 64.3 
-21.8** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* P <.05 
** P <.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining a client's readiness for a particular type of counseling approach, 
rehabilitation service or employment 
2. evaluating client's stated need to determine if the service which the client is 
requesting is appropriate 
3. evaluating information about a client's problems to determine a counseling 
approach that might help a client adapt to a setting or situation 
4. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in 
relation to rehabilitation planning 
5. providing integrated medical information to the client 
6. seeking information to assess the psychological implications of the individual's 
words or actions as related to his/her disability 
7. assessing a client's past adjustment to the work world 
8. interpreting the results of individual Intelligence tests 
9. Interpreting the results of personality inventories 
10. Interpreting the results of group intelligence, aptitude and achievement tests 
11. Interpreting the results of vocational interest inventories 
12. preparing abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions 
Table 22.2.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks in 
Area 2 (Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management for Individual 
Clients) of 1973-1980 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent. 
ratings 
"strong1 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, rati ngs, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
2:1 95.4 -7.1** 87.3 -17.2** 
2:2 92.1 -.5 83.6 -13.3** 
2:3 92.4 -5.7* 84.6 -16.7** 
2:4 82.8 -14.8** 49.1 -12.8** 
2:5 86.6 -13.5** 65.8 -16.6** 
2:6 95.2 -4.0* 84.1 -13.1** 
2:7 90.3 -8.8** 69.0 -13.7** 
2:8 97.2 -.3 87.3 -6.8* 
2:9 90.6 -13.7** 62.5 -18.3** 
2:10 91.6 -13.1** 62.3 -16.5** 
2:11 95.2 -7.0** 73.2 -12.6** 
2:12 89.6 -11.9** 64.3 -13.9** 
2:13 95.4 -1.0 77.7 -6.0 
2:14 83.3 -6.6 48.4 -4.7 
2:15 96.3 -3.1 76.4 -11.8** 
2:16 94.7 -3.5 74.9 -10.5** 
2:17 95.1 -7.3** 81.1 -17.7** 
2:18 81.7 -1.7 65.3 -14.9** 
2:19 93.1 -4.5 77.4 -12.6** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p<.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining the appropriateness of service requested by or for a client 
2. deciding the adequacy of information for making client related decisions 
3. determining appropriate resources available to Implement the rehabilitation 
plan 
4. selecting clients to participate in a group counseling situation 
5. deciding the amount of time necessary for counseling sessions or client's 
decision-making process 
6. determining if a client's situation warrants referral to special resources 
7’ consulting with experts in a particular field, prior to developing a training or 
educational program, to determine potential for final placement of the client in 
8. participating In a joint discussion with client In order to help arrive at a 
mutually acceptable rehabilitation plan 
9. negotiating an agreement on alternative services to be provided when a client 
has been refused a requested service 
10. negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) for terminating rehabilitation 
S6f*Vl CCS 
obtaining understanding about a client's preferred servlce(s) and on the 
respective responsibilities involved in obtaining service(s) 
12. reaching an understanding about the agency's financial responsibilities for the 
client's rehabilitation . 
13. securing information about the existence, onset, severity and expected duration 
of a client's dlsabllity(ies) . . . „ . 
14. developing Intermediate rehabilitation objectives for a client during a 
15. revlewin^case6notes and supportive documentation from transferred case In order 
to carry out further rehabilitation activities 
16. evaluating information about client's training programs e<nnifirant 
17. interpretation of program rules and procedures to a client or significant 
11 
18 reviewing active case files periodically to monitor quality 
19. evaluating a rehabilitation plan with supervisor to test the 
probable consequences of pursuing the plan 
of case recording 
feasibility and 
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Table 22.3.--Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks in 
Area 3 (Career and Vocational Counseling for Individual Clients) of 
1973-1980 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
3:1 93.4 -12.9** 67.2 -10.4** 
3:2 95.1 -6.0** 76.4 -10.4** 
3:3 94.8 -6.7** 72.7 -12.3** 
3:4 90.4 -8.7** 63.0 -12.2** 
3:5 94.3 -5.7* 73.4 -11.7** 
3:6 95.2 -3.0 79.4 -8.9** 
3:7 93.3 -5.0* 75.7 -7.8* 
3:8 88.3 -10.1 57.8 -10.1** 
3:9 92.7 -3.0 72.0 -9.3** 
3:10 89.3 -12.6** 45.7 -2.0 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation procedures for a particular client 
2. determining level and type of training or educational program with a client 
3. evaluating client participation in or benefits being received from education, 
training or other program service in order to initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications 
4. helping an employed client Identify job adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
5. promoting a client's understanding of his/her vocational strengths and 
weaknesses; Integrating the interpretation of vocational, psychological, and 
social evaluative reports as necessary 
6. securing Information to determine a client's vocational skills, aptitudes and 
Interests 
7. assisting a client regarding vocational plans when they appear unrealistic 
8. assessing the impact of cultural-ethnic and socioeconomic factors on client's 
vocational goals 
9. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational choice with evaluative 
Information 
10. advising a client regarding the need for ambulatory/mobility techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope with the job 
4 
Table 22.4.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks in 
Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling for Individual Clients) of 
1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: Item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
4:1 70.8 
-11.3* 41.4 -7.9* 
4:2 95.1 + .6 76.7 -3.1 
4:3 92.9 -2.5 74.9 -5.8 
4:4 68.5 -8.3 36.2 -1.3 
4:5 84.9 -7.9* 48.9 -5.2 
4:6 96.7 + .3 86.6 -1.9 
4:7 92.5 + .4 76.7 -2.4 
4:8 96.8 -1.1 82.9 -2.9 
4:9 93.9 -2.6 76.4 -6.8* 
4:10 93.1 -3.4 76.7 -10.4** 
4:11 87.3 -5.4 56.1 -3.4 
4:12 96.0 -.2 83.6 • -8.1** 
4:13 94.6 -4.7* 73.4 -10.0** 
4:14 95.2 -.3 78.7 -7.5* 
4:15 94.5 -1.2 80.4 -7.5* 
4:16 73.0 -12.4* 33.5 -3.6 
4:17 91.3 -11.6** 57.3 -13.4** 
4:18 96.2 2.5 74.4 -7.4* 
4:19 92.6 -.3 77.7 -6.2* 
4:20 95.8 -2.6 78.9 -7.6* 
4:21 93.7 -6.1* 69.7 -11.0** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p C.OJ. 
Tasks: 
1. planning group counseling sessions and formulating overall objectives for the 
group 
2. identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for interviewing or 
counseling 
3. identifying significant person(s) In the client s life who may be helpful in 
resolving problems 
4. leading a weekly group counseling session focussed on adjustment and/or 
vocational problems 
5. providing adjustment counseling and facilitating necessary life changes in 
dealing with a degenerative disability 
6. maintaining a counseling relationship , . . 
7. assisting clients to a deeper understanding of themselves and their relationship 
with others 
8. developing a facilltatlve counseling relationship 
9. engaging in a mutual determination on the nature and goals of counseling 
10*. assisting a client with crisis resolution 
11. assisting in facilitating a needed change in a client-family relationship 
12*. encouraging a client with a specific problem to take problem-solving action 
13. encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of services being provided 
14. assisting the client to develop the ability to cope 
15. facilitating client's decision process . . , . 
16. giving clients additional Information about their disabilities In a scheduled 
qroup Information sesslon(s) . ....... . 
17. describing, with Informed consent, the effect of a client s disability a d 
present needs and progress to parents or guardian(s) 
18 facilitating a client's cooperation in diagnostic procedures . 
19* seeking Information to determine a client's conflicts, tensions and anxieties 
20. assisting the Individual to Identify and verbalize need for services 
21 discussing placement plans with client and staff members of community fadllty 
to alleviate client's fears regarding placement at the facility 
Table 22.5.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates1 performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by clinical supervisors tasks In 
Area 5 (Job Development and Placement for Individual Clients) of 
1978-1980 CORE evaluations ments) or 
Area: 
“Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
5:1 69.6 -9.0* 45.4 
-8.3* 
5:2 62.2 -8.2 36.7 
-6.5 
5:3 68.2 -9.5* 40.4 
-5.2 
5:4 56.3 -10.8* 26.8 *-3.8 
5:5 66.7 -12.6* 34.2 -7.6* 
5:6 65.3 -13.8** 31.8 
-6.6* 
5:7 93.7 
-3.5 69.7 
-8.2* 
5:8 87.8 -7.5* 57.1 
-5.8 
5:9 85.7 -9.1* 52.1 -7.7* 
5:10 87.1 -8.2** 50.1 -13.8** 
5:11 68.2 -14.5** 33.0 -5.4 
5:12 93.3 -12.6** 58.3 -13.6** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
**p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. procure information from the community on the existence of businesses and 
industries 
2. determine the occupational classifications within businesses and industries in 
the community 
3. identify and contact employers to actively develop and/or Identify job 
opportunities for rehabilitation clients 
4. evaluate job activities through the use of task analysis inventories and job 
analysis schedules to determine aid in job modification and restructuring 
5. provide education and/or training of prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational implications, the use of assistive devices, job 
accomodation and facility services 
6. assist employers to identify, modify and/or eliminate architectural, procedural 
and/or attitudinal barriers to the employment and advancement of disabled 
indlviduals 
7. review vocational, physical and social related data to determine client job 
readiness for competitive employment 
8. teach appropriate job seeking and retention skills, as needed, for competitive 
employment 
9. conduct Individual and group counseling to facilitate work adjustment 
10. establish follow-up and/or follow-along procedures for disabled clients who are 
in competitive or other employment settings 
11. reading materials pertinent to the evaluation of labor market trends 
12. providing an Inquirer with detailed information about vocational rehabilitation 
and the service programs it encompasses 
Table 22.6.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks in 
Area 6 (Community Resources Utilization) of 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
“strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don’t know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
6:1 87.9 -8.4** 63.3 -10.8** 
6:2 93.7 -1.9 81.1 -11.5** 
6:3 95.3 -2.0 86.4 -14.0** 
6:4 94.6 -3.2 82.9 -17.6** 
6:5 81.1 -23.9** 26.6 -5.0 
6:6 98.2 -4.5* 66.3 -2.9 
6:7 90.1 -3.9 63.5 -10.3** 
6:8 94.7 -5.4* 75.7 -12.3** 
6:9 97.0 -2.1 72.5 -6.7* 
6:10 91.7 -6.0* 71.2 -14.2** 
6:11 92.6 -4.7 68.7 -9.3** 
6:12 97.0 -6.2** 73.2 -14.3** 
6:13 88.5 -13.0** 47.6 -11.7** 
6:14 92.7 -2.8 66.0 -9.0** 
6:15 84.4 -1.7 56.3 -7.4* 
6:16 91.1 -5.1 65.8 -11.9** 
6:17 77.6 -10.8* 47.4 -9.6** 
6:18 84.4 -3.5 56.6 -8.4* 
6:19 94.7 -5.1* 70.5 -15.2** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. determining appropriate resources for providing family services 
2. conferring with liaison personnel at other community service agencies 
3*. exchanging information with other service providers involved with the client 
4! explaining the purpose of specific programs, facilities or institutions 
5. arranging genetic counseling for a client as recommended by a medical 
professional 
6. referring client to a school or college setting for necessary coursework 
7* referring clients to community volunteer groups that provide needed resources 
8’. contacting a resource to whom a client is being referred to determine mutual 
responsibilities . 
9 referring client to work adjustment center or rehabilitation facility 
10. referring to. and assisting client to deal with, those agencies or individuals 
that provide financial assistance .... , 
11. providing Information regarding availability of medical, dental or other 
S6r*v1 C6S 
12. contacting liaison person to arrange for the acceptance of a client by the 
13. arranglngTlearnlng or reality-testing experience for a client in the 
14 deterinining whether rehabilitation centers or facilities, sheltered workshops, 
1 ’ and other educational or training sites within an area provide viable 
is. prov‘ae 
.,nprtk. in relation to the vocational problems of the disabled 
16 seeking to Improve those conditions that Impede the successful rehabilitation of 
19. providing tnfo'nliatlon're'gardlng agency programs to current and potential 
referral sources 
+
 
*
 
Table 22.7.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates1 performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by clinical supervisors tasks in 
Area 7 (Recording and Reporting for Individual Clients) of 
1973-1980 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
Task 
“Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total Item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
Difference 
Employers from employers 
7:1 95.6 -4.7* 80.9 -10.1** 
7:2 86.2 -3.0 70.0 -6.6 
7:3 94.4 -10.3** 66.5 -18.3** 
7:4 87.7 -2.1 70.5 -8.3* 
7:5 91.6 -2.6 75.4 -10.1** 
smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
p <.05 
p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. developing a rehabilitation plan with a client 
2. preparing a summary report, detailing and synthesizing individual's vocational 
aptitudes/interests, work evaluation report, intelligence, academic achievement, 
etc. 
3. informing a client of reasons for denial of services 
4. writing a suninary report on a rehabilitation plan 
5. maintaining a surmary of information obtained during visits with a client or a 
client's family for the case record 
Table 22.8, 
»■!"«#* be!;Ween ?mp1°yer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by clinical supervisors, tasks in 
8 (Professional Participation and Development) of 1978-1980 
CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
8:1 81.8 
-2.6 59.1 
-9.5** 8:2 81.6 + 1.2 60.5 
-5.6 
3:3 32.5 -.7 13.2 
-.1 
8:4 74.6 
-12.2** 45.2 
-12.4** 
8:5 93.3 
-6.8** 78.9 
-24.3** 
8:6 90.2 + .8 77.9 
-10.4** 
8:7 89.3 -4.2 66.3 
-17.6** 
8:8 90.0 
-3.6 69.5 -10.8** 
8:9 89.1 
-4.0 64.8 -17.3** 
3:10 60.4 
-6.3 37.5 -12.3** 
8:11 90.6 +1.0 76.7 
-12.1** 
8:12 87.3 +3.9 66.5 -17.6** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05‘ 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. participating in appropriate professional organizations 
2. involvement in current issues affecting the profession and/or client 
populations 
3. assisting in the preparation of legislative proposals to be considered on the 
state, or possibly federal, level 
4. self-initiating or participating in agency-initiated research or evaluation 
projects 
5. participating actively in regularly scheduled meetings in program area 
6. learning application of agency policies and procedures by reading manuals, case 
records and other materials 
7. reviewing agency's rules to determine requirements for employment and promotion 
8. determining methods to assess problems involved in delivering services to 
rehabil 1 tation clients 
9. consulting with staff development specialists to establish and coordinate 
training efforts 
10. disseminating information about the program through community participation, 
speeches, correspondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, radio and TV 
programs 
11. participating actively in training conferences and in-service training sessions 
12. sharing information gained at training sessions with colleagues who did not 
attend 
Table 23.1.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by faculty, tasks in Area 1 
(Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social, Vocational 
Evaluations for Individual Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
1:1 93.2 +1.6 85.1 -9.6** 
1:2 96.4 + .7 87.6 -11.1** 
1:3 94.0 +2.6 81.6 -3.7 
1:4 92.9 -6.1* 71.7 -11.3** 
1:5 86.0 +3.9 56.6 +5.2 
1:6 92.9 +1.6 78.4 
-7.0 
1:7 93.4 -.2 73.4 -4.3 
1:8 82.5 -9.2* 52.6 -3.3 
1:9 80.1 -11.0* 48.9 -1.4 
1:10 85.5 +2.9 49.9 +16.9** 
1:11 92.5 +3.4 61.0 +13.7** 
1:12 86.9 -5.2 64.3 -19.1** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < . 05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. determining a client's readiness for a particular type of counseling approach, 
rehabilitation service or employment 
2. evaluating client's stated need to determine if the service which the client is 
requesting is appropriate 
3. evaluating information about a client's problems to determine a counseling 
approach that might help a client adapt to a setting or situation 
4. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in 
relation to rehabilitation planning 
5. providing Integrated medical information to the client 
6. seeking Information to assess the psychological implications of the individual's 
words or actions as related to his/her disability 
7. assessing a client's past adjustment to the work world 
8. Interpreting the results of individual intelligence tests 
9. Interpreting the results of personality inventories 
10. interpreting the results of group intelligence, aptitude and achievement tests 
11. interpreting the results of vocational interest inventories 
12. preparing abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions 
Table 23.2.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by faculty, tasks in Area 2 
(Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management for Individual 
Clients) of 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
2:1 95.4 + .4 87.3 
-14.0** 
2:2 92.1 +6.0* 83.6 
-11.2** 
2:3 92.4 +5.8* 84.6 
-10.9** 
2:4 82.8 -11.4* 49.1 
-3.0 
2:5 86.6 .0 65.8 -9.1* 
2:6 95.2 +2.3 84.1 
-13.1** 
2:7 90.3 +1.1 69.0 
-10.0* 
2:8 97.2 +1.1 87.3 -6.2* 
2:9 90.6 
-6.8 62.5 
-12.3** 
2:10 91.6 
-7.2* 62.3 -12.5** 
2:11 95.2 +2.1 73.2 -5.9 
2:12 89.6 -11.6** 64.3 -18.7** 
2:13 95.4 +2.7 77.7 -4.4 
2:14 83.3 -1.9 48.4 +2.3 
2:15 96.3 -3.3 76.4 
-15.6** 
2:16 94.7 + .5 74.9 -10.4** • 
2:17 95.1 -2.6 81.1 -24.4** 
2:18 81.7 +1.2 65.3 -13.3** 
2:19 93.1 +2.3 77.4 -10.6** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* P <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
determining the appropriateness of service requested by or for a client 
deciding the adequacy of Information for making client related decisions 
determining appropriate resources available to implement the rehabilitation 
plan 
selecting clients to participate in a group counseling situation 
deciding the amount of time necessary for counseling sessions or client's 
decision-making process 
determining if a client's situation warrants referral to special resources 
consulting with experts in a particular field, prior to developing a training or 
educational program, to determine potential for final placement of the client in 
that field 
participating in a joint discussion with client In order to help arrive at a 
mutually acceptable rehabilitation plan 
negotiating an agreement on alternative services to be provided when a client 
has been refused a requested service 
negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) for terminating rehabilitation 
services • 
obtaining understanding about a client's preferred service(s) and on the 
respective responsibilities involved in obtaining service(s) 
reaching an understanding about the agency's financial responsibilities for the 
client's rehabilitation 
securing information about the existence, onset, severity and expected duration 
of a client's disability(1es) 
developing intermediate rehabilitation objectives for a client during a 
convalescent period , . 
reviewing case notes and supportive documentation from transferred case in order 
to carry out further rehabilitation activities 
evaluating Information about client's training programs 
interpretation of program rules and procedures to a client or significant 
eviewing active case files periodically to monitor quality of case recording 
valuating a rehabilitation plan with supervisor to test the feasibility and 
robable consequences of pursuing the plan 
Table 23^—Differences between employer ratings of graduates* performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by faculty, tasks in Area 3 
Q7ae?0Qnnrr,!rCat^1 onal Counsel 1 ng for Individual Clients) of 
19/8-1980 CORE evaluations 
"Strong" ratings as a "Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total item percent of total survev 
rati ngs "weak" and responses: item non- 
"strong ratings responses, rati ngs, and 
Area: "don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
3:1 93.4 
-3.7 67.2 +1.0 3:2 95.1 +2.4 76.4 
-4.0 
3:3 94.8 +1.1 72.7 -7.7 
3:4 90.4 + .4 63.0 + .6 
3:5 94.3 + 1.2 78.4 ♦ .4 
3:6 9S.2 +4.2* 79.4 + 1.7 
3:7 93.3 +3.3 75.7 + 1.7 
3:8 88.3 
-7.3 57.8 
-3.0 
3:9 92.7 +3.7 72.0 +2.7 
3:10 89.3 -9.1* 45.7 +2.7 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p< .01 
Tasks: 
1. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation procedures for a particular client 
2. determining level and type of training or educational program with a client 
3. evaluating client participation in or benefits being received from education, 
training or other program service in order to initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications 
4. helping an employed client identify job adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
5. promoting a client's understanding of his/her vocational strengths and 
weaknesses; integrating the interpretation of vocational, psychological, and 
social evaluative reports as necessary 
6. securing information to determine a client's vocational skills, aptitudes and 
Interests 
7. assisting a client regarding vocational plans when they appear unrealistic 
8. assessing the impact of cultural-ethnic and socioeconomic factors on client's 
vocational goals 
9. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational choice with evaluative 
Information 
10. advising a client regarding the need for ambulatory/mobility techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope with the job 
,ab,e !3-4-;pr« *na 
l?7a!l98i cSRVev^IaSonr1^9 f°r IndiVldUjl C,1ents) °f 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings: 
"strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, rati ngs, and 
"don't know" responses 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
4:1 70.8 +2.6 41.4 +10.7* 4:2 95.1 +3.2 76.7 +5.3 4:3 92.9 +4.0 74.9 
-3.0 4:4 68.5 +2.9 36.2 + 12.2** 4:5 84.9 +2.5 48.9 +11.9** 4:6 96.7 +3.3* 86.6 +2.8 4:7 92.5 +6.9** 76.7 +5.3 4:8 96.8 +2.7 82.9 +5.1 4:9 93.9 +4.5* 76.4 +6.5 4:10 93.1 
-2.0 76.7 
-5.7 4:11 87.3 -3.8 56.1 
-2.6 
4:12 96.0 +3.4* 83.6 
-1.1 
4:13 94.6 
-.3 73.4 
-4.7 
4:14 95.2 +2.5 78.7 
-.4 
4:15 94.5 +2.8 80.4 +2.1 
4:16 73.0 
-3.1 33.5 +9.4* 
4:17 91.3 -4.1 57.3 -7.1 
4:18 96.2 + .5 74.4 
-6.7 
4:19 92.6 +5.0* 77.7 
-3.5 
4:20 95.8 +1.8 78.9 -2.4 
4:21 93.7 
-1.8 69.7 
-6.6 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. planning group counseling sessions and formulating overall objectives for the 
group 
2. identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for interviewing or 
counseling 
3. identifying significant person(s) in the client's life who may be helpful in 
resolving problems 
4. leading a weekly group counseling session focussed on adjustment and/or 
vocational problems 
5. providing adjustment counseling and facilitating necessary life changes in 
dealing with a degenerative disability 
6. maintaining a counseling relationship 
7. assisting clients to a deeper understanding of themselves and their relationship 
with others 
8. developing a facilitative counseling relationship 
9. engaging in a mutual determination on the nature and goals of counseling 
10. assisting a client with crisis resolution 
11. assisting in facilitating a needed change in a client-family relationship 
12. encouraging a client with a specific problem to take problem-solving action 
13. encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of services being provided 
14. assisting the client to develop the ability to cope 
15. facilitating client's decision process 
16. giving clients additional information about their disabilities in a scheduled 
group information session(s) 
17. describing, with informed consent, the effect of a client's disability and 
present needs and progress to parents or guardian(s) 
18. facilitating a client's cooperation in diagnostic procedures 
19. seeking information to determine a client's conflicts, tensions and anxieties 
20. assisting the individual to identify and verbalize need for services 
21. discussing placement plans with client and staff members of community facility 
to alleviate client's fears regarding placement at the facility 
Table 23.5.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by faculty, tasks in Area 5 (Job 
Development and Placement for Individual Clients) of 1978-1930 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" 
percent 
ratings 
"strong' 
ratings as a 
of total item 
"weak" and 
rati ngs 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Employers 
Difference 
from employers Employers 
Difference 
from employers 
5:1 69.6 +9.3 45.4 +8.1 
5:2 62.2 +15.9** 36.7 +15.8** 
5:3 68.2 +10.5* 40.4 +10.8* 
5:4 56.3 +17.8** 26.8 +23.4** 
5:5 66.7 +6.0 34.2 +10.0* 
5:6 65.3 +6.2 31.8 +11.1*8 
5:7 93.7 +2.1 69.7 +4.0 
5:8 87.8 +3.2 57.1 +8.3 
5:9 85.7 +2.8 52.1 +11.5** 
5:10 87.1 -5.1 50.1 -1.7 
5:11 68.2 +10.1 33.0 +16.3** 
5:12 93.3 + .5 58.3 +4.4 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p < .05 
**p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. procure information from the community on the existence of businesses and 
industries , . . . 
2. determine the occupational classifications within businesses and industries in 
the community . . ... . . 
3. Identify and contact employers to actively develop and/or identify job 
opportunities for rehabilitation clients ... . . . . 
4. evaluate job activities through the use of task analysis inventories and job 
analysis schedules to determine aid in job modification and restructuring 
5. provide education and/or training of prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational implications, the use of assistive devices, job 
accomodation and facility services . 
6. assist employers to Identify, modify and/or eliminate architectural, procedural 
and/or attitudinal barriers to the employment and advancement of disabled 
review vocational, physical and social related data to determine client job 
readiness for competitive employment 
teach appropriate job seeking and retention skills, as needed, for competitive 
conduct individual and group counseling to facilitate work adjustment 
ID! fstablJsh fillow-up and/or follow-along procedures for disabled clients who are 
In competitive or other employment settings 
11 reading materials pertinent to the evaluation of labor market trends 
12. providing an Inquirer with detailed information about.vocational rehabilitation 
and the service programs it encompasses 
7. 
8. 
9. 
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Table 23.6.—Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by faculty, tasks in Area 6 
(Community Resources Utilization) of 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
"Strong" ratings as a "Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total item percent of total survey 
ratings "weak" and responses: item non- 
'strong' ratings responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Area: 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
6:1 87.9 -2.6 63.3 -9.8* 
6:2 93.7 +1.2 81.1 
-12.0** 
6:3 95.3 + .9 86.4 
-17.3** 
6:4 94.6 +2.6 82.9 -17.9** 
6:5 81.1 -20.4** 26.6 +4.7 
6:7 98.2 -.7 66.3 +6.1 
6:8 94.7 -.5 75.7 -8.4* 
6:9 97.0 +1.2 72.5 +3.1 
6:10 91.7 -1.3 71.2 -14.5** 
6:11 92.6 -3.2 68.7 
-10.2* 
6:12 97.0 -3.9 73.2 -11.4** 
6:13 88.5 +5.8 47.6 -2.0 
6:14 92.7 +3.4 66.0 +1.7 
6:15 84.4 +6.8 56.3 +5.5 
6:16 91.1 -2.1 65.8 -5.9 
6:17 77.6 +2.1 65.8 -5.9 
6:18 84.4 +4.7 56.6 -.4 
6:19 94.7 -.6 70.5 -11.5** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* P <.05 
** p <.01 
Tasks: 
4 
1. determining appropriate resources for providing family services 
2. conferring with liaison personnel at other community service agencies 
3. exchanging information with other service providers involved with the client 
4. explaining the purpose of specific programs, facilities or Institutions 
5. arranging genetic counseling for a client as recommended by a medical 
professional 
6. referring client to a school or college setting for necessary coursework 
7. referring clients to community volunteer groups that provide needed resources 
8. contacting a resource to whom a client is being referred to determine mutual 
responsibilities 
9. referring client to work adjustment center or rehabilitation facility 
10. referring to, and assisting client to deal with, those agencies or Individuals 
that provide financial assistance 
11. providing information regarding availability of medical, dental or other 
services 
12. contacting liaison person to arrange for the acceptance of a client by the 
resource center 
13. arranging a learning or reality-testing experience for a client in the 
community , 
14. determining whether rehabilitation centers or facilities, sheltered workshops, 
and other educational or training sites within an area provide viable 
occupational training 
15. consulting with representatives of community agenices in order to provide 
expertise in relation to the vocational problems of the disabled 
16. seeking to improve those conditions that impede the successful rehabilitation of 
clients with a specific disability 
17. working with community members in developing and implementing programs to 
Improve social, vocational, educational and employment opportunities for the 
disabled 
18. maintaining regular contacts and attending scheduled meetings to promote 
cooperative efforts with representatives of other programs, halfway houses and 
community agencies that provide services to clients with a specific disabi ity 
19. providing information regarding agency programs to current and potential 
referral sources 
Tab" ScsriMsy- 
«K5!t "'P°rt'”3 for "’<h,1d”1 C"““l »' 1970-1980 CORE 
Area: 
Task 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Difference 
Employers from employers Difference Employers from employers 
7:1 
7:2 
7:3 
7:4 
7:5 
95.6 +.8 
86.2 +7.6* 
94.4 -6.1 
37.7 +7.3* 
91.6 +1.8 
80.9 -5.8 
70.0 ..g 
66.5 -17.7** 
70.5 -.9 
75.4 -10.4** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
P< .05 
** P< .01 
Tasks: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
developing a rehabilitation plan with a client 
preparing a summary report, detailing and synthesizing individual's vocational 
aptitudes/interests, work evaluation report, intelligence, academic achievement. 
Informing a client of reasons for denial of services 
writing a sumnary report on a rehabilitation plan 
maintaining a summary of information obtained during visits with a client or a 
client s family for the case record 
Table 23.8.-Differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by faculty, tasks In Area 7 
(Professional Participation and Development) of 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
Area: 
"Strong" ratings as a 
percent of total Item 
ratings: "weak" and 
"strong" ratings 
"Strong" ratings of a 
percent of total survey 
responses: item non¬ 
responses, ratings, and 
"don't know" responses 
Task 
Difference Difference 
Employers from employers Employers from employers 
8:1 81.8 + .1 59.1 
-2.9 
8:2 81.6 +8.0* 60.5 +3.1 
8:3 32.5 -2.9 13.2 +3.9 
8:4 74.6 
-7.9 45.2 
-6.5 
8:5 93.3 -1.0 78.9 
-18.1** 
8:6 90.2 +4.0 77.9 
-18.5** 
8:7 89.3 .0 66.3 
-16.5** 
8:8 90.0 +3.7 69.5 
-8.2* 
8:9 89.1 
-3.6 64.3 -16.0** 
8:10 60.4 -1.8 37.5 
-2.9 
8:11 90.6 +2.3 76.7 
-10.3** 
8:12 87.3 +2.1 66.5 
-15.8** 
- smaller proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
+ larger proportion of "strong" ratings than by employers 
* p <.05 
** p < .01 
Tasks: 
1. participating in appropriate professional organizations 
2. Involvement In current Issues affecting the profession and/or client 
populations 
3. assisting In the preparation of legislative proposals to be considered on the 
state, or possibly federal, level 
4. self-initiating or participating in agency-initiated research or evaluation 
projects 
5. participating actively in regularly scheduled meetings in program area 
6. learning application of agency policies and procedures by reading manuals, case 
records and other materials 
7. reviewing agency's rules to determine requirements for employment and promotion 
8. determining methods to assess problems Involved in delivering services to 
rehabilitation clients 
9. consulting with staff development specialists to establish and coordinate 
training efforts 
10. disseminating information about the program through comnunity participation, 
speeches, correspondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, radio and TV 
programs 
11. participating actively in training conferences and in-service training sessions 
12. sharing Information gained at training sessions with colleagues who did not 
attend 
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differences among the 24 comparisons in Area 5 (Job Development and 
Placement) the faculty proportion of "strong" ratings is larger than 
the employer proportion. On the other hand, in the 10 significant 
differences among the 38 comparisons in Area 6 (Community Resources 
Utilization) the proportion of "strong" ratings by the faculty group 
is smaller than the employer proportion. 
Acceptance of Hypothesis Four 
There are numerous and varied differences between the ratings of 
graduates' performance of 110 rehabilitation counseling tasks by their 
employers and the ratings of graduates' preparation by the graduate, 
student, clinical supervisor, and faculty groups who responded to the 
CORE questionnaires in 1978-1980. 
There are significant differences between ratings in 50 percent 
or 443 of the 830 comparisons testing the hypothesis components. 
Differences have also been identified between the number of 
significant differences by respondent group, and between the magnitude 
and direction of the significant differences. For example, there is 
at least one significant difference among the eight comparisons for 
109 of the 110 tasks and seven significant differences for six of the 
tasks. In addition, the percentage of significant differences among 
the 220 comparisons for each group ranges from 33 percent or 72 of the 
faculty-employer comparisons to 62 percent or 137 of the clinical 
supervisor-employer comparisons, the mean of the significant 
differences by group ranges from the 9.99 of the student group to the 
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11.94 of the faculty group, and 40 percent or 87 of the 443 
significant differences represent a proportion of "strong" ratings of 
graduates' task performance by employers that is smaller than the 
proportion of "strong" ratings by the other four respondent groups. 
Summary of the 1978-1980 CORE Data Analysis 
This second part has presented and described the analysis of 
1978-1980 CORE data on evaluation of RCE graduates' performance and 
preparation in eight functional areas and for tne 110 rehabilitation 
counseling tasks in those areas. The third hypothesis of the study 
concerning area ratings was accepted after findings of significant 
differences between ratings of area items by employers and ratings by 
each of four other groups, and the magnitude and direction of the 
significant differences by areas and by respondent groups. Among the 
64 comparisons testing components of the hypothesis there were only 20 
failures to find a significant difference between the proportion of 
"more than adequate" ratings of graduates' preparation by graduates, 
students, clinical supervisors, and faculty. In each of the 44 
significant differences the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings 
by the employers was greater than the corresponding proportion of 
ratings by the members of the other four groups. The number of 
significant differences between area rati ngs ranged from three each in 
Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling), Area 5 (Job Development and 
Placement), and Area 7 (Recording and Reporting) to eight significant 
differences in all the comparisons of ratings in Area 2 
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(Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management). The number of 
significant differences among the 16 comparisons with each group 
ranged from five with faculty to 16 with clinical supervisors. The 
mean of the significant differences by area ranged from 9.53 in Area 4 
(Personal and Social Counseling) to 16.4 in Area 5 (Job Development 
and Placement) and the mean of the significant differences by group 
ranged from 10.73 for the graduate respondents to 15.15 for the 
clinical supervisors. 
The fourth hypothesis of the study was accepted on the basis of 
the numerous and varied differences between the 1973-1930 ratings of 
graduates' performance of 110 tasks by employers and the ratings of 
graduates' preparation by graduates, students, clinical supervisors, 
and faculty. There were 443 significant differences among the 830 
comparisons of the proportion of "strong" ratings by employers and the 
proportion of "strong" ratings by each of four other respondent 
groups. There were also differences between the number of significant 
differences by task, area, and respondent groups; and differences 
between the magnitude and direction of significant differences with 
graduates, students, clinical supervisors, and faculty. Among the 
eight comparisons for each of the performance tasks there was at least 
one significant difference for 109 of the 110 tasks and there were 
seven significant differences for six of the tasks. The percentage of 
significant differences among the 220 comparisons for each group 
ranged from 33 percent or 72 of the faculty-employer comparisons to 62 
percent or 137 of the clinical supervisor-employer comparisons, and 40 
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percent or 87 of the 443 significant differences represented a 
proportion of strong' ratings of graduates' task performance by 
employers that was smaller than the proportions of "strong" ratings by 
the other respondents. In addition, for the 220 comparisons with each 
group, the mean of the significant differences ranged from 9.99 for 
the 110 differences with students to 11.94 for the 72 differences with 
faculty. 
The next part of the chapter will present and describe a 
comparison of the evaluation data analyses for 1982-1983 and 1978-1980. 
Part Three: Comparison of 1982-1983 
and 1978-1980 CORE Evaluation Data Analyses 
Selected information on the differences between the evaluations 
of RCE graduates' performance by employers and the evaluations of 
graduates' preparation by each of the four other groups in the two 
evaluation periods are compared. This section will present and 
describe the comparisons to determine whether there are similarities 
among and/or differences between the 1982-1983 findings in Part One 
and the 1978-1980 findings in Part Two. 
Comparison of Differences Between 
1982-1983 and 1978-1980 Area Ratings 
Rank order comparisons are made of selected differences between 
ratings of graduates' performance in eight functional areas by their 
employers and ratings of graduates' preparation by the graduates, 
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students, clinical supervisors, and faculty who responded to the CORE 
accreditation evaluation surveys. 
Comparison by area of differences 
between the number and magnitude of 
significant differences in two periods 
Differences between the number and magnitude of significant 
di fferences between ratings by functional area are presented in Table 
24. The range in number of significant differences in 1982-1983 is 
two to seven, and in the earlier evaluation period three to eight. In 
both periods, the number of significant differences between ratings of 
graduates' preparation and performance in Area 2 (Rehabilitation 
Planning and Case Management) is ranked highest. The mean of the 
significant differences by area ranges from 12.23 to 19.37 in 
1982-1983 and from 9.53 to 16.40 in 1973-1980. In both evaluation 
periods the lowest mean is for the significant differences in Area 4 
(Personal and Social Counseling for Individual Clients). In addition, 
in the earlier evaluation period the ranks of the significant 
differences and means in Area 6 (Community Resources Utilization) are 
fifth highest and the ranks of the significant differences and means 
in Area 7 (Recording and Reporting) are seventh highest. On the other 
hand, in 1978-1980 the rank of the significant differences in Area 5 
(Job Development and Placement) is seven but the rank of the mean is 
one. 
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Differences between the number and magnitude of significant 
differences between ratings by each of the respondent groups are 
presented in Table 25. With a range in number of significant 
differences of two to 13 in 1982-1933 and a range in mean of 
significant differences from 14.25 to 16.06 in that period, the 
graduate group ranks highest in both number and magnitude. Similarly, 
with a range in number of significant differences in 1978-1980 from 
five to 16 and in mean from 10.78 to 15.16, the graduate group data 
again rank highest. The smallest number of significant differences in 
both periods are between the ratings by faculty and those by 
employers. In addition, the 11 significant differences by the 
students in each period rank third highest in both 1982-1983 and 
1973-1980. 
Comparison of differences in 
area evaluation rates of the 
respondent groups in two periods 
The percentages of the total employer, graduate, student, 
clinical supervisor, and faculty respondents who provided "more than 
adequate" ratings are displayed in Table 26. There is a spread of 
13.0 between the lowest and highest evaluation rates of the respondent 
groups in 1982-1983 and a spread of 10.5 in the earlier period. The 
graduate area evaluation rate is highest in both periods: 92.8 in 
1982-1933 and 93.4 in 1978-1980. 
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Table 26. Comparisons of employer, graduate, student, clinical 
supervisor, and faculty area evaluation rates 1982-1983 
and 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
1982- 1983 1978- 1980 
Respondent 
group 
Eval uation 
rate Rank 
Eval uation 
rate Rank 
Employers 83.8 3 88.3 2 
Graduate 92.8 1 93.4 1 
Students 90.3 2 82.9 5 
Clinical 
Supervisors 85.0 4 84.0 4 
Faculty 79.8 5 84.2 3 
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Notable similarities among 
and differences between area 
ratings data in two periods" 
There are both similarities among and differences between the 
findings concerning comparisons of area ratings by employers and by 
each of the four other groups in the 1932-1983 and 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluation periods. 
Similarities in the findings are of particular interest. For 
example, in each of the 33 significant differences in 1982-1983 and 
the 44 significant differences in 1978-1980 the proportion of "more 
than adequate" ratings of area items by employers is larger than the 
proportion of "more than adequate" ratings by each of the other 
respondent groups. The number of significant differences among the 
eight comparisons in each area is highest in the planning and case 
management area: seven in 1982-1983 and eight in 1978-1980. The 
lowest ranked mean is in the personal and social counseling area: 
12.23 in 1982-1983 and 9.53 in 1978-1980. The fewest significant 
differences are with the faculty group: two in 1982-1983 and five in 
1978-1980. The graduate evaluation rate is highest: 92.8 in 
1982-1983 and 93.4 in 1978-1980. 
On the other hand, while the 13 significant differences with the 
graduate group and the 16.06 mean of those differences are highest in 
the 1982-1983 evaluation period, the 16 significant differences with 
the clinical supervisor group and the 15.16 mean of those differences 
are highest in the earlier evaluation period. 
245 
Comparison of Differences between 1982-1983 
and 1978-1980 Task Ratings 
Comparisons are made of selected differences between the ratings 
of graduates' performance of 110 rehabilitation counseling tasks by 
their employers and the corresponding ratings of graduates' 
preparation by each of the four other groups of CORE survey 
respondents. 
Comparison by task of differences 
between the number and magnitude" 
of significant differences in 
two periods 
Differences between the number and magnitude of significant 
differences between task ratings are presented in Tables 27.1 to 27.3. 
The mean of the significant differences for the comparisons of task 
ratings in 1982-1983 ranges from a low of 7.73 for the three 
significant differences for Task 8 (contacting a resource to whom a 
client is being referred to determine mutual responsibilities) in the 
community resources utilization area to a high of 29.65 for the two 
significant differences for Task 5 (arranging genetic counseling for a 
client as recommended by a medical professional) in the same area. 
There are 12 means of 20 and above in the 1932-1983 task comparisons. 
The mean of the significant differences in 1978-1980 ranges from a low 
of 4.35 for the two significant differences on the fifth personal and 
social counseling area task (providing adjustment counseling and 
Table 27.l--Comparisons by task of the numbers and magnitudes of significant 
differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by each of four other groups Area 
1 (Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social, Vocational 
Evaluations for Individual Clients) of 1982-1983 and 1978-1980 CORE 
evaluations 
1982- 1983 1978- 1980 
Number of Mean of Number of Mean of 
Area: significant significant significant significant 
Task differences di fferences differences differences 
1:1 2 8.75 6 8.98 
1:2 4 10.85 
1:3 1 8.10 2 7.50 
1:4 2 11.55 7 8.46 
1:5 2 15.95 2 11.10 
1:6 1 5.80 
1:7 3 7.17 
1:8 2 18.00 5 9.28 
1:9 2 21.60 5 10.56 
1:10 4 20.75 5 11.56 
1:11 3 15.17 4 10.93 
1:12 2 14.05 7 15.13 
Tasks: 
1. determining a client's readiness for a particular type of counseling approach, 
rehabilitation service or employment 
2. evaluating client's stated need to determine if the service which the client is 
requesting Is appropriate 
3. evaluating information about a client's problems to determine a counseling 
approach that might help a client adapt to a setting or situation 
4. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in 
relation to rehabilitation planning 
5. providing Integrated medical information to the client 
6. seeking information to assess the psychological implications of the individual's 
words or actions as related to his/her disability 
7. assessing a client's past adjustment to the work world 
8. interpreting the results of individual intelligence tests 
9. Interpreting the results of personality inventories 
10. Interpreting the results of group intelligence, aptitude and achievement tests 
11. Interpreting the results of vocational interest inventories 
12. preparing abstracts of relevant materials to assist in making decisions 
Table 27.2—Comparisons by task of the numbers and magnitudes of significant 
differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by each of four other groups, Area 
2 (Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management for Individual 
Clients) of 1932-1983 and 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
1982- 1983 1978- 1980 
Number of Mean of Humber of Mean of 
Area: significant significant si gni ficant signi ficant 
Task differences differences differences di fferences 
2:1 2 13.45 5 11.70 
2:2 4 11.00 
2:3 1 8.50 7 9.11 
2:4 3 23.07 5 14.30 
2:5 1 10.70 5 12.62 
2:6 5 9.16 
2:7 1 11.00 5 10.02 
2:8 3 6.10 
2:9 2 19.40 6 12.53 
2:10 2 16.40 6 11.77 
2:11 1 9.80 4 8.18 
2:12 6 17.93 7 12.01 
2:13 1 9.30 1 6.80 
2:14 3 9.80 
2:15 3 15.13 5 11.34 
2:16 2 9.15 5 9.13 
2:17 4 13.63 6 14.27 
2:18 6 14.55 4 13.43 
2:19 1 12.30 6 10.00 
Tasks: 
1. determining the appropriateness of service requested by or for a client 
2. deciding the adequacy of Information for making client related decisions 
3. determining appropriate resources available to implement the rehabilitation 
plan 
4. selecting clients to participate in a group counseling situation 
5. deciding the amount of time necessary for counseling sessions or client's 
decision-making process 
6. determining If a client's situation warrants referral to special resources 
7. consulting with experts in a particular field, prior to developing a training or 
educational program, to determine potential for final placement of the client in 
that field 
8. participating in a joint discussion with client in order to help arrive at a 
mutually acceptable rehabilitation plan 
9. negotiating an agreement on alternative services to be provided when a client 
has been refused a requested service 
10. negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) for terminating rehabilitation 
services. ...... 
11. obtaining understanding about a client's preferred service(s) and on the 
respective responsibilities involved in obtaining service(s) 
12. reaching an understanding about the agency's financial responsibilities for the 
client's rehabilitation . . . 
13. securing information about the existence, onset, severity and expected duration 
of a client's disability(ies) . . 
14. developing Intermediate rehabilitation objectives for a client during a 
15. reviewing6case6notes and supportive documentation from transferred case in order 
to carry out further rehabilitation activities 
16. evaluating information about client's training programs 
17. interpretation of program rules and procedures to a client or significant 
ia pputewino active case files periodically to monitor quality of case recording 
I”! plan with supervisor to test the feasibility aoP 
probable consequences of pursuing the plan 
Table 27.3--Comparisons by task of the numbers and magnitudes of significant 
differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by each of four other groups. Area 
3 (Career and Vocational Counseling for Individual Clients) of' 
1982-1983 and 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
1982- 1983 1978- 1980 
Number of Mean of Number of Mean of 
Area: significant si gni f leant significant significant 
Task differences differences differences differences 
3:1 1 15.80 4 • 11.63 
3:2 5 6.86 
3:3 2 11.50 6 9.48 
3:4 1 19.40 3 11.27 
3:5 3 7.60 
3:6 2 10.60 3 6.43 
3:7 1 8.80 2 6.40 
3:8 2 16.25 4 10.80 
3:9 1 9.80 
3:10 2 14.20 6 12.02 
Tasks: 
1. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation procedures for a particular client 
2. determining level and type of training or educational program with a client 
3. evaluating client participation in or benefits being received from education, 
training or other program service in order to initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications 
4. helping an employed client Identify job adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
5. promoting a client's understanding of his/her vocational strengths and 
weaknesses; integrating the Interpretation of vocational, psychological, and 
social evaluative reports as necessary 
6. securing information to determine a client's vocational skills, aptitudes and 
Interests 
7. assisting a client regarding vocational plans when they appear unrealistic 
8. assessing the impact of cultural-ethnic and socioeconomic factors on client's 
vocational goals 
9. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational choice with evaluative 
Information 
10. advising a client regarding the need for ambulatory/mobility techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope with the job 
249 Table 27.4--Comparisons by task of the numbers and magnitudes of significant 
differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by each of four other groups, Area 
,ri£ersSn<1 and Socla1 Counseling for Individual Clients) of 
1982-1983 and 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
1982- 1983 1978- 1930 
Number Of Mean of Number of Mean of 
Area: significant significant signifleant significant Task differences differences differences differences 
4:1 2 27.90 6 9.62 
4:2 1 7.90 
4:3 
4:4 2 25.35 4 10.53 
4:5 3 19.20 4 12.43 
4:6 2 4.35 
4:7 2 7.20 
4:8 1 8.90 
4:9 2 11.15 4 5.68 
4:10 2 15.80 4 10.05 
4:11 1 13.00 2 11.95 
4:12 2 5.75 
4:13 1 9.40 4 6.65 
4:14 1 10.90 3 6.53 
4:15 2 6.35 
4:16 3 19.60 4 14.63 
4:17 4 18.33 4 14.13 
4:18 2 11.80 4 6.88 
4:19 1 5.00 
4:20 2 6.50 
4:21 2 11.75 5 7.80 
Tasks: 
1. planning group counseling sessions and formulating overall objectives for the 
group 
2. Identifying setting or conditions most appropriate for interviewing or 
counseling 
3. identifying significant person(s) in the client's life who may be helpful in 
resolving problems 
4. leading a weekly group counseling session focussed on adjustment and/or 
vocational problems 
5. providing adjustment counseling and facilitating necessary life changes in 
dealing with a degenerative disability 
6. maintaining a counseling relationship 
7. assisting clients to a deeper understanding of themselves and their relationship 
with others 
8. developing a facilitative counseling relationship 
a 9. engaging in a mutual determination on the nature and goals of counseling 
10. assisting a client with crisis resolution 
11. assisting in facilitating a needed change in a client-family relationship 
12. encouraging a client with a specific problem to take problem-solving action 
13. encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of services being provided 
14. assisting the client to develop the ability to cope 
15. facilitating client's decision process 
16. giving clients additional information about their disabilities in a scheduled 
group information session(s) 
17. describing, with informed consent, the effect of a client s disability and 
present needs and progress to parents or guardian(s) 
18. facilitating a client's cooperation in diagnostic procedures 
19. seeking information to determine a client's conflicts, tensions and anxieties 
20. assisting the individual to Identify and verbalize need for services 
21. discussing placement plans with client and staff members of community facility 
to alleviate client’s fears regarding placement at the facility 
Table 2?.5-Comparisons by task of the numbers and magnitudes of significant 
rllZVlT ber:n ?mpl°yer rdt1^s Of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates preparation by each of four other groups Area 
b„2eve opment and p^acement for Individual Clients) of 
1982-1933 and 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
1982- 1983 1978- 1980 
Number of Mean of Number of Mean of Area: significant significant significant significant Task dl fferences differences differences differences 
5:1 2 15.50 3 8.63 5:2 1 17.90 5 14.14 5:3 2 19.05 7 10.41 5:4 5 16.32 6 •16.77 5:5 1 21.80 6 10.33 5:6 2 15.45 6 12.53 5:7 1 9.10 2 8.55 5:8 3 15.03 4 8.45 
5:9 3 15.53 5 10.10 
5:10 4 20.00 4 10.93 
5:11 3 19.70 5 12.44 
5:12 1 13.70 4 12.38 
Tasks: 
1. procure Information from the community on the existence of businesses and 
Industries 
2. determine the occupational classifications within businesses and industries in 
the community 
3. Identify and contact employers to actively develop and/or Identify job 
opportunities for rehabilitation clients 
4. evaluate job activities through the use of task analysis inventories and job 
analysis schedules to determine aid in job modification and restructuring 
5. provide education and/or training of prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational implications, the use of assistive devices, job 
accomodation and facility services 
6. assist employers to identify, modify and/or eliminate architectural, procedural 
and/or attitudinal barriers to the employment and advancement of disabled 
individuals 
7. review vocational, physical and social related data to determine client job 
readiness for competitive employment 
8. teach appropriate job seeking and retention skills, as needed, for competitive 
employment 
9. conduct Individual and group counseling to facilitate work adjustment 
10. establish follow-up and/or follow-along procedures for disabled clients who are 
in competitive or other employment settings 
11. reading materials pertinent to the evaluation of labor market trends 
12. providing an Inquirer with detailed information about vocational rehabilitation 
and the service programs it encompasses 
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Table 27.6—Comparisons by task of the numbers and magnitudes of significant 
differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by each of four other groups, Area 
6 (Community Resources Utilization) of 1982-1983 and 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
1932- 1983 1978- 1980 
Number of Mean of Number of Mean of 
Area: si gni ficant significant significant significant 
Task differences differences differences differences 
6:1 2 18.50 6 11.30 
6:2 6 9.75 
6:3 4 12.28 4 13.95 
6:4 6 13.43 5 12.30 
6:5 2 29.65 4 26.78 
6:6 1 10.50 4 6.55 
6:7 2 8.10 
6:8 3 7.73 5 8.30 
6:9 3 6.37 
6:10 1 15.20 6 10.75 
6:11 5 8.24 
6:12 1 10.20 6 10.67 
6:13 2 24.05 5 12.82 
6:14 3 7.57 
6:15 2 12.05 2 8.20 
6:16 2 10.85 
6:17 2 21.50 3 10.67 
6:18 2 15.20 2 8.95 
6:19 2 13.40 6 9.83 
Tasks: 
1. determining appropriate resources for providing family services 
2. conferring with liaison personnel at other community service agencies 
3. exchanging information with other service providers involved with the client 
4. explaining the purpose of specific programs, facilities or institutions 
5. arranging genetic counseling for a client as recommended by a medical 
6. referring™! lent to a school or college setting for necessary coursework 
7 referring clients to community volunteer groups that provide needed resources 
8. contacting a resource to whom a client is being referred to determine mutua 
9. referring1cl lent to work adjustment center or rehabilitation facility 
10. referring to, and assisting client to deal with, those agencies or individuals 
that provide financial assistance , th 
11. providing information regarding availability of medical, dental or other 
12. contacting liaison person to arrange for the acceptance of a client by the 
13. arranging^learning or reality-testing experience for a client in the 
14 determining whether rehabilitation centers or facilities, sheltered workshops,. 
and other educational or training sites within an area provide viable 
,5. of eonrmjnity agenices In order to pror.de 
expertise in relation to the vocational proiile.s of the d mb 
16. seeking to improve those conditions that impede the success 
»• 23 
- H= *s assfsssgSSSSw 
19. ^"dlS information3regarding I^ncy programs to current and potential 
referral sources 
Table 27.7—Comparisons by task of the numbers and magnitudes of significant 
differences between employer ratings of graduates’ performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by each of four other groups, Area 
,o4oe?o^1ng dnd ReP°rtin9 for Individual Clients) of 1982-1933 and 
1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
1982- 1983 1978- 1980 
Number of Mean of Number of Mean of 
Area: significant significant significant signlficant 
Task differences di fferences di fferences differences 
7:1 4 6.13 
7:2 2 8.60 
7:3 6 16.13 5 13.88 
7:4 2 9.00 3 7.80 
7:5 1 18.60 3 8.63 
Tasks: 
1. developing a rehabilitation plan with a client 
2. preparing a summary report, detailing and synthesizing individual's vocational 
aptitudes/interests, work evaluation report, intelligence, academic achievement, 
etc. 
3. informing a client of reasons for denial of services 
4. writing a summary report on a rehabilitation plan 
5. maintaining a summary of Information obtained during visits with a client or a 
client's family for the case record 
Table 27.8--Comparisons by task of the numbers and magnitudes of significant 
differences between employer ratings of graduates' performance and 
ratings of graduates' preparation by each of four other groups. Area 
8 (Professional Participation and Development) of 1982-1983 and 
1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
1982- 1983 1978- 1980 
Number of Mean of Number of Mean of 
Area: significant significant significant significant 
Task di fferences differences di fferences differences 
8:1 1 17.70 2 7.90 
8:2 3 7.00 
8:3 2 24.05 3 9.03 
8:4 2 21.60 4 12.98 
8:5 5 19.76 7 17.39 
8:6 3 15.43 3 15.60 
8:7 5 18.22 6 13.03 
8:8 4 12.05 4 8.38 
8:9 6 15.63 6 13.70 
8:10 4 17.93 2 10.75 
8:11 6 19.82 5 10.80 
8:12 5 17.92 4 12.73 
Tasks: 
1. participating in appropriate professional organizations 
2. Involvement in current Issues affecting the profession and/or client 
populations 
3. assisting in the preparation of legislative proposals to be considered on the 
state, or possibly federal, level 
4. self-initiating or participating in agency-initiated research or evaluation 
projects 
5. participating actively in regularly scheduled meetings in program area 
6. learning application of agency policies and procedures by reading manuals, case 
records and other materials 
7. reviewing agency's rules to determine requirements for employment and promotion 
8. determining methods to assess problems involved in delivering services to 
rehabilitation clients 
9. consulting with staff development specialists to establish and coordinate 
training efforts 
10. disseminating information about the program through community participation, 
speeches, correspondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, radio and TV 
programs 
11. participating actively in training conferences and in-service training sessions 
12. sharing information gained at training sessions with colleagues who did not 
attend 
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facilitating necessary life changes in dealing with a degenerative 
disability) to a high of 26.78 for the four significant differences 
for Task 5 in Area 6, the same task item with the highest mean in the 
later evaluation period. The next highest mean of significant 
differences in 1978-1980 is 17.39 for the seven significant 
differences for Task 5 (participating actively in regularly scheduled 
meetings in program area) in the professional participation and 
development area. 
In both evaluation periods, each comparison of ratings of Task 3 
(identifying significant person or persons in the client's life who 
may be helpful in resolving problems) in the personal and social 
counseling area fails to find a difference that is significant. There 
are 27 additional task items for which no significant difference is 
identified in 1982-1983. In 87 percent or 71 of the remaining 82 task 
items in 1982-1983 the mean is larger than the corresponding mean of 
the significant differences in the 1978-1980 CORE evaluation period. 
Comparison by group of differences 
between the number and magnitude~of 
significant differences in two periods 
The number and mean of significant differences between task 
assessment comparisons are rant ordered for comparison of the CORE 
evaluation data in 1978-1980 and 1982-1983. The data for both 
evaluation periods are presented in three tables: Table 28.1 with 
information on all significant differences, Table 28.2 with 
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T*ble 28.1.—Comparisons by group of the number end magnitude of all significant differences 
between employer ratings of graduates' performance of tasks and ratings of 
graduates' preparation by each of four other groups, 1982-1983 and 1978-1980 
CORE evaluations 
1982-1983 1978-1980 
Respondent 
group 
Number of 
significant 
differences Rank 
Mean of 
significant 
differences Rank 
Number of 
significant 
differences Rank 
Hean of 
significant 
differences Rank 
Graduates 76 1.5 16.59 2 124 2 10.37 3 
Students 76 1.5 15.10 4 no 3 9.99 4 
Clinical 
Supervisors 27 3.0 16.48 3 137 1 10.84 2 
Faculty 23 4.0 18.32 1 72 4 11.94 1 
Table 28.2.—Comparisons by group of the number and magnitude of significant differences between 
task ratings In which the proportion of "strong" ratings by graduates, students, / 
clinical supervisors, and faculty Is smaller than the proportion of "strong" ratings 
by employers; 1982-1983 and 1978-1980 CORE evaluations 
1982-1983 1978-1980 
Respondent 
group 
Number of 
significant 
dlfferences Rank 
Mean of 
significant 
differences Rank 
Number of 
significant 
differences Rank 
Hean of 
significant 
differences Rank 
Graduates 69 1 16.70 2 87 2 10.72 3 
Students 61 2 15.30 4 86 3 9.98 4 
Clinical 
Supervisors 27 3 16.48 3 137 1 10.84 2 
Faculty 15 4 18.20 1 45 4 12.88 1 
Table 28.3.—Comparisons by group of the number and magnitude of significant differences between 
task ratings In which the proportion of "strong" ratings by graduates, students, clinical 
supervisors, and faculty Is larger than the proportion of “strong" ratings by employers; 
1982-1983 and 1979-1980 CORE evaluations 
1982-1983 1978-1980 
Respondent 
group 
Number of 
significant 
differences Rank 
Hean of 
significant 
differences Rank 
Number of 
significant 
dlfferences Rank 
Hean of 
significant 
differences Rank 
Graduates 7 3 15.43 2 36 
1 9.66 3 
Students 15 1 14.28 3 
24 3 10.04 2 
Clinical o 4 
Supervisors 0 4 
Faculty 8 2 18.54 1 
1 i 
2 10.39 1 
— 
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information on the significant differencp<; in whivn +U j rerences in which the proportion of 
"strong" ratings by employers is larger than the proportion of 
"Strong" ratings by each of the other four groups, and Table 28.3 with 
information on the significant differences in each evaluation period 
in which the proportion of "strong" ratings by employers is smaller 
than the proportion of "strong" ratings by graduates, students, 
clinical supervisors, or faculty. The data in Tables 28.1, 28.2, and 
28.3 are combined for a description of the findings. 
Graduates 
In 1982-1983 the number of significant differences between task 
ratings by graduates and employers ranks within the top two among 
total significant differences (Table 28.1) and among those differences 
in which the proportion of "strong11 ratings is larger (Table 
28.2) . The mean of the significant differences with graduates is 
second highest in all three groupings (Tables 28.1-28.3). 
In 1978-1980 the number of significant differences with 
graduates ranks second among total significant differences (Table 
28.1) and also among significant differences in which the proportion 
of "strong" assessments by employers is larger (Table 28.2). Although 
the mean of the significant differences among graduate-employer 
comparisons ranks third in each grouping (Tables 28.1-28.3) there are 
no significant differences with clinical supervisors in which the 
proportion of "strong" assessments by employers is smaller (Table 
28.3) . 
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Students 
The number of the significant differences between task ratings 
by students and employers in 1982-1983 ranks within the top two among 
all groupings and the mean of the significant differences with 
students is lowest in each group (Tables 28.1-28.3). 
Although in 1978-1980 the number of significant differences 
among the student-employer comparisons is third highest in each 
grouping (Tables 28.1-28.3), there are no significant differences with 
clinical supervisors in which the proportion of "strong" ratings by 
employers is smaller (Table 28.3). In addition, the mean of the 
student differences ranks lowest among the total differences and among 
the differences in which the proportion of "strong" ratings by 
employers is larger (Tables 28.1 and 28.2). 
Clinical supervisors 
With no 1982-1983 significant differences among the supervisor- 
employer comparisons in which the proportion of "strong" ratings by 
employers is smaller, the number of significant differences and the 
mean of the significant differences rank third among the total 
differences and among the differences in which the proportion of 
"strong" ratings by employers is larger (Tables 28.1 and 28.2). 
In 1978-1980 the number of significant differences among the 
supervisor-employer comparisons ranks highest and the mean second 
among the total significant differences and among the differences in 
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which the proportion of "strong" assessments by employers is larger 
(Tables 28.1 and 28.2). 
Faculty 
For both evaluation periods the number of significant 
differences with faculty and the mean of those differences rank lowest 
among the total significant differences and among the differences in 
which the proportion of "strong" ratings by employers is larger 
(Tables 28.1 and 28.2). 
Notable similarities among and 
differences between task ratings 
data in two periods 
There are both similarities among and differences between the 
findings concerning task ratings by employers and by each of the four 
other groups in the 1978-1980 and 1932-1983 CORE evaluation periods. 
Similarities include finding no significant differences between the 
ratings of the third rehabilitation counseling task of "identification 
of significant person(s) in the clients's life who may be helpful in 
resolving problems" in Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling) and 
finding no significant differences with clinical supervisors in which 
the proportion of "strong" ratings by the supervisors is larger than 
the proportion of "strong" ratings by employers. 
The 443 significant differences among the 880 comparisons in 
1978-1980 far exceed the 202 significant differences in the later 
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evaluation period. Eighty-two of the 110 tasks have significant 
differences in both periods and 87 percent of the significant 
differences by tasks in 1982-1983 are larger than the corresponding 
means in 1978-1980. In addition, the means of the total significant 
differences with each group are also greater in 1982-1983 than in 
1978-1980: (a) the 16.59 mean of 76 differences with graduates in the 
later period as compared with the 10.37 mean of 124 differences in the 
earlier period, (b) the 15.10 mean of 76 differences with students in 
the later period as compared with the 9.99 mean of the 110 differences 
in the earlier period, (c) the 16.48 mean of 27 differences with 
clinical supervisors in the later period as compared with the 10.84 
mean of 137 differences in the earlier period, and (d) the 18.32 mean 
of the 23 differences with faculty in 1982-1983 as compared with the 
11.94 mean of the 72 differences in 1978-1980. 
Summary of the Comparison of CORE 
Evaluation Data Analyses for Two Periods 
Part Three has presented a comparison of selected differences 
between area and task ratings in the 1973-1980 and 1982-1983 CORE 
accreditation evaluation periods. There were both similarities among 
and differences between the analyses of the area item ratings by 
employers and by each of the four other respondent groups in the two 
periods. In each of the 38 significant differences in 1982-1983 and 
the 44 significant differences in 1978-1980 the proportions of "more 
than adequate" ratings of graduates' performance in the eight 
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functional areas by employers is larger than the proportion of "more 
than adequate ratings of graduates' preparation by graduates, 
students, clinical supervisors, and faculty. In both periods the 
number of significant differences among the eight comparisons in each 
area was highest in Area 2 (Planning and Case Management): seven in 
1982-1983 and eight in 1978-1980. The lowest ranked means of 
significant differences by area were in Area 4 (Personal and Social 
Counseling): 12.23 in 1982-1983 and 9.53 in 1978-1980. The fewest 
significant differences among the 16 comparisons with each group were 
with the faculty: two in 1982-1983 and five in 1978-1980. The 
graduate evaluation rates were highest: 92.8 in 1982-1983 and 93.4 in 
1978-1980. On the other hand, while the 13 significant differences 
with the graduate group and the 16.06 mean of those differences were 
highest in the 1982-1983 evaluation period, the 16 significant 
differences with the clinical supervisor group and the 15.16 mean of 
those differences were highest in the earlier evaluation period. 
There were also similarities among and differences between the 
analyses of performance task ratings by employers and by each of the 
four other respondent groups in the two periods. Similarities 
included finding no significant differences between the ratings of the 
third task "identification of significant person(s) in the client's 
life who may be helpful in resolving problems" in Area 4 (Personal and 
Social Counseling) and finding no significant differences with 
clinical supervisors in which the proportion of "strong" ratings by 
the supervisors is 1 arger than the proportion of strong ratings by 
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employers. In addition, the 443 significant differences Among the 880 
comparisons in 1978-1980 far exceeded the 202 significant differences 
in the later evaluation period. Eighty-two of the 110 tasks have 
significant differences in both periods and 87 percent or 71 of the 82 
means of significant differences by task in 1982-1983 are larger than 
the corresponding means in 1978-1980. In addition, the means of the 
total significant differences with each group were greater in 
1982-1983 than the means of the total significant differences with 
each group in 1978-1930. 
The chapter will conclude with a summary of the study results. 
Summary of the Study Results 
This study has examined CORE accreditation evaluation data on 
RCE program applicants. The findings were presented in three parts: 
analysis of the 1982-1983 data, analysis of the 1978-1980 data, and 
comparison of selected data analyses for both periods. Each of the 
three parts included findings on the number and magnitude of 
significant differences between evaluations of RCE graduates' 
performance by employers and evaluations of graduates' preparation by 
program graduates, currently enrolled students, agency clinical 
experience supervisors of student interns, and RCE faculty members. 
Analyses included comparisons of the ratings of eight functional area 
items to test hypotheses one and three and comparisons of the ratings 
of 110 performance task items to test hypotheses two and four. 
262 
Tne first hypothesis was accepted on the basis of the many and 
varied differences between the ratings of area items in 1982-1983. 
Among the 64 comparisons of ratings by employers and ratings by each 
of the four other groups there were 38 significant differences between 
the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings of graduates' 
performance by employers and the proportions of "more than adequate" 
ratings of graduates' preparation by graduates, students, clinical 
supervisors, and faculty. The mean of the significant differences by 
area ranged from 12.23 in Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling) to 
19.37 in Area 8 (Professional Participation and Development) and the 
mean of the significant differences by group ranged from 14.25 for the 
student group comparisons to 16.06 for the graduate group comparisons. 
The third hypothesis of the study was concerned with the 
differences between the ratings of area items in 1978-1980 and this 
hypothesis was also accepted. Among the 64 comparisons of ratings by 
employers and ratings by each of the four other groups in this earlier 
evaluation period there were only 20 failures to find a significant 
difference between the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings of 
graduates' performance by employers and the proportions of "more than 
adequate" ratings of graduates' preparation by graduates, students, 
clinical supervisors, and faculty. The means of the significant 
differences by area ranged from 9.53 in Area 4 (Personal and Social 
Counseling) to 16.4 in Area 5 (Job Development and Placement) and the 
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mean of the significant differences by group ranged from 10.78 for 
the graduate respondents to 15.16 for the clinical supervisor group. 
The second hypothesis of the study was accepted on the basis of 
the many and varied differences between the ratings of performance 
task items in 1982-1983. There were 202 significant differences among 
the 880 comparisons of the proportion of "strong" ratings by employers 
and the proportion of "strong" ratings by each of the four other 
groups. There was at least one significant difference among the eight 
comparisons for 70 percent or 82 of the 110 tasks and at least one 
significant difference for each of the 12 tasks in Area 5 (Job 
Development and Placement). In addition, for the 220 comparisons with 
each group the mean of the significant differences ranged from 15.10 
for the 76 differences with students to 18.32 for the 23 differences 
with faculty. 
The fourth hypothesis of the study was concerned with the 
differences between the ratings of task items in 1978-1980 and this 
hypothesis was also accepted. Among the 880 comparisons of ratings of 
graduates' performance by employers and ratings of graduates' 
preparation by graduates, students, clinical supervisors, and faculty 
there were 443 significant differences. Among the eight comparisons 
for each of the performance tasks there was at least one significant 
difference for 109 of the 110 tasks and there were seven significant 
differences for six of the tasks. In addition, for the 220 
comparisons with each group the mean of the significant differences 
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ranged from 9.99 for the 110 differences with students to 11.94 for 
the 72 differences with faculty. 
Part Three of the chapter examined selected differences between 
and similarities among the 1982-1983 and the 1978-1980 analyses of 
area and task ratings. There were 64 comparisons of area item ratings 
in each evaluation period and there were 38 significant differences in 
1982-1983 and 44 significant differences in 1973-1980. In each of the 
82 differences the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings of 
graduates' performance in the eight functional areas by employers is 
larger than the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings of 
graduates' preparation by graduates, students, clinical supervisors, 
and faculty. In both periods the number of significant differences 
among the eight comparisons in each area was highest in Area 2 
(Planning and Case Management) and the lowest ranked mean of 
significant differences was in Area 4 (Personal and Social 
Counseling); the fewest significant differences among the 16 
comparisons with each group were with the faculty; and the area 
evaluation rates of the graduates was highest. On the other hand, the 
number and magnitude of significant differences with the graduate 
group were highest in 1982-1983, but the number and magnitude of the 
differences with clinical supervisors were highest in the earlier 
period. 
There were also similarities among and differences between the 
performance task findings in the two periods. Similarities included 
finding no significant differences between the ratings of the third 
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task of identification of significant person(s) in the client's life 
who may be helpful in resolving problems" in Area 4 (Personal and 
Social Counseling) and finding no significant differences with 
clinical supervisors in which the proportion of "strong" ratings of 
graduates' preparation by the supervisors is larger than the 
proportion of strong' ratings of graduates' performance by the 
employers. For the 82 tasks with significant differences in each 
period, 87 percent of the means of the significant differences are 
larger in 1982-1983 than in 1978-1980 and the means of the total 
significant differences by group were also greater in the later 
evaluation period. 
Chapter V will interpret the findings and make recommendations. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, INTERPRETATION, AMD RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter provides a summary of the study, specific results 
of the study are interpreted, implications of the results are 
presented, and recommendations are made for extension of the study. 
Summary of the Study 
The Council on Rehabilitation Education (CORE) collects ratings 
of Rehabilitation Counselor Education programs that apply for 
accreditation. Included among the data collected on individual 
applicants are ratings of RCE graduates' performance by their 
employers and ratings of graduates' preparation by recent program 
graduates, students in the program, agency clinical experience 
supervisors of student interns, and program faculty. The use of 
employer ratings of graduates' performance in the CORE accreditation 
decision-making process is unique. A review of the literature by this 
investigator, a faculty member of an RCE program, did not reveal any 
study comparing the ratings by employers with the ratings by each of 
the other four groups of CORE questionnaire respondents. 
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This study was designed to identify and analyze the differences 
between the ratings of RCE graduates' preparation and performance by 
the five groups of CORE accreditation evaluation survey respondents in 
two periods: 1982-1983, the most recent period for which aggregate 
CORE evaluations data are available; and 1978-1980, a period for which 
data are available on a relatively large number of applicant programs, 
but for which there is no breakdown into data on the 14 applicants in 
the 1978-1979 cycle and data on the 24 applicants in the 1979-1980 
cycle. The 12 applicant programs included in the 1982-1983 data are 
16.0 percent of the 75 RCE programs in 1983 and the 38 applicants in 
the 1973-1980 period are 54.3 percent of the 70 RCE programs in 1980. 
The following hypotheses were tested: 
1. For each of the eight functional areas into which the tasks 
of Rehabilitation Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation 
Individual Questionnaires are grouped, the proportion of "more than 
adequate" ratings (combined "more than adequate" and "very adequate" 
ratings) by employers of how well graduates perform will differ from 
the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings (combined "more than 
adequate" and "very adequate" ratings) by 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1982-1983 Council on 
Rehabilitation Education accreditation evaluation prepare 
graduates to perform. 
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2. For each of the 110 performance tasks of the Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual 
Questionnaires, the proportion of "strong" ratings by employers of how 
well graduates perform will differ from the proportion of "strong" 
ratings by 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1982-1983 Council on 
Rehabilitation Education accreditation evaluation prepare 
graduates to perforin. 
3. For each of the eight functional areas into which the tasks 
of the Rehabilitation Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation 
Individual Questionnaires are grouped, the proportion of "more than 
adequate" ratings (combined "more than adequate" and "very adequate" 
ratings) by employers of how well graduates perform will differ from 
the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings (combined "more than 
adequate" and "very adequate" ratings) by 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1978-1979 and 
1979-1980 Council on Rehabilitation Education accreditation 
evaluation prepare graduates to perform. 
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4. For each of the 110 performance tasks of the Rehabilitation 
Counselor Education Accreditation Evaluation Individual Question¬ 
naires, the proportion of "strong" ratings by employers of how well 
graduates perform will differ from the proportion of "strong" ratings 
by 
(a) graduates of how well they were prepared to perform, 
(b) students of how well they are being prepared to perform, and 
(c) agency clinical experience supervisors and 
(d) faculty of how well the programs in the 1978-1979 and 
1979-1980 Council on Rehabilitation Education accreditation 
evaluation prepare graduates to perform. 
For each of the two evaluation periods, aggregate CORE data on 
all program applicants were examined by comparing the employer ratings 
of graduates' performance with the ratings of graduates' preparation 
by each of the other four groups of respondents. For each of the 
eight functional areas, comparisons were made of "more than adequate" 
ratings as (a) a percent of the group's combined "less than adequate," 
"adequate," and "more than adequate" ratings; and (b) and as a percent 
of the combined ratings, "don't know" responses, and area item 
nonresponses by the total group of survey respondents. For each of 
the 110 performance tasks, comparisons were made of "strong" ratings 
as a percent of the group's combined "weak" and "strong" ratings and 
as a percent of the combined ratings, "don't know's," and task item 
nonresponses by the group. In addition, the analyses of the data for 
each evaluation period were compared. The specific results of testing 
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the hypotheses end the findings of similarities and differences in the 
data for 1932—1983 and 1978-1980 will be interpreted. 
Interpretation of Results 
The interpretation opens with a general discussion of factors 
that may influence the ratings by the groups of survey respondents. 
Specific findings by group and by area and task are presented and 
interpreted. Conclusions are drawn concerning the implications for 
Rehabilitation Counselor Education and the Council on Rehabilitation 
Education accreditation evaluation process. 
Factors that May Influence Ratings 
Performance and preparation evaluation is a sensitive and 
complex process that can never be wholly objective. The information 
base of the study may have been influenced by the following general 
factors that were described by Anderson, Ball, and Murphy in 1973. 
The test form 
The CORE questionnaire may be measuring characteristics or 
response sets other than graduate preparation and performance that 
might be gathered by another survey instrument with different 
instructions and response alternatives. Major response sets that may 
apply to the CORE instruments include (a) the inclination to use the 
noncommittal middle categories of "adequate" for area items and 
nonresponses to indicate neither "weak" nor "strong" for task items, 
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(b) a preference for particular responses due to the individualized 
interpretation of the response options, and (c) the tendency to 
respond to the more general connotation of an item's desirability 
rather than to the specific item content. 
The "halo" effect 
A form of bias or generalized set of preconceptions about the 
graduate or the RCE program to be evaluated can work to produce either 
high or low ratings. For example, the performance of a graduate whose 
overall performance is above average in spite of specific weaknesses, 
may be rated "more than adequate" in all areas and tasks; and a 
nonspecific judgment of a program's inadequacy in preparing graduates 
may result in unusually high correlations among the ratings of the 118 
items purporting to measure discrete aspects of graduate preparation. 
The confidentiality of the CORE accreditation process prevents 
identification of any such "halo" effects in the ratings by individual 
respondents. 
Apathy and/or preference 
for responding rapidly 
Individual rehabilitation counseling students, practitioners, 
and educators may be unable or unwilling to give the time needed for a 
careful consideration of each of the many CORE questionnaire items. 
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Variation in ratings 
Some evaluators are strict in judging adequacy and others are 
generous. For example, the graduate employee who is average or 
below-average in performance may be rated higher than a more competent 
rehabilitation counselor whose supervisor is a less generous 
evaluator; and the RCE program that is above average in adequacy of 
graduate preparation may be rated "less than adequate" or "weak" by a 
strict respondent. 
Interpretation of Findings by Respondent Group 
The differences between the ratings of graduates' performance by 
employers and the ratings of graduates' preparation by graduates, 
students, clinical supervisors, and faculty are separately 
interpreted. 
Interpretation of differences 
between ratings by graduates 
and ratings by employers 
Although the clinical supervisors had a few more significant 
differences with employers than did the graduates in 1978-1980, no 
other group had a greater number of significant differences with 
employers on area and task ratings in 1982-1983 than the graduates. 
In each period, all of the significant differences between the 
graduate and employer ratings of area items were for comparisons in 
which the proportion of "more than adequate" ratings of graduates 
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performance by employers was greater than the proportion of graduates 
who rated their own preparation "more than adequate." The majority of 
the significant differences between ratings of task items in each 
period were for comparisons in which the proportion of "strong" 
ratings by employers was greater than the proportion of "strong" 
ratings by the graduates. 
Geist, Hershenson, and Hafer ( 1975) explained the differences 
between graduates' perceptions of the adequacies of their training and 
their competencies as a "1ooking~glass" phenomenon in which the 
ratings of each reflect the other. The entry level professionals may 
be pessimistic concerning their preparation for those tasks they have 
not yet been asked to perform and overly critical of the program's 
responsibility for their performance of tasks in which they have not 
yet developed confidence. 
Employers may be providing information about aspects of program 
quality that differ somewhat from those rated by the program graduates 
and, if so, interpretation of the results is complicated by this 
possible source of error in the data base (Berven et al., 1977). The 
graduates provide information about the quality of their respective 
programs and the employers are rating graduates' performance and/or 
"competence." Comparisons are made of the less complex and more 
direct graduate ratings of program quality and the more complex 
employer ratings of graduate competence. Graduate competence is a 
quality affected by RCE program adequacy and a variety of other 
factors: the responsibilities, duties, and types of caseloads; and the 
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quality of supervision, the availability of in-service training, and 
the encouragement provided by the employer for professional growth and 
development (p. 180). In addition, the evaluation of professional 
competence by employers may reflect a counselor's conformity to rules 
and regulations rather than actual competence. Scorzelli (1979, p. 
185) also points out that graduates' perceptions may reflect the 
rigors of practice and are not necessarily the results of the training 
they have received. 
Differences between the ratings by employers and the ratings by 
graduates may reflect demographic characteristics. English, Oberle, 
and Bryne (1979 ) distinguished between counselors, supervisors, and 
administrators in their study of 1,639 rehabilitation professionals in 
54 state-federal vocational rehabilitation agencies. The counselors 
were a unique group because they were typically young (mid-thirties) 
and their limited work experience in the rehabilitation field had been 
predominantly spent in their present jobs (p. 33/209). However, many 
graduates of rehabilitation counseling programs move into the 
supervisory and administrative categories soon after employment 
(Sullivan, 1982, p. 9) and many, if not most, graduates of 
rehabilitation counseling programs will eventually move up the career 
ladder (English et al., p. 123/299). 
The recent graduates of RCE programs in this study provided 
proporti onately more ratings of their preparation in functional areas 
and fewer "don't know" responses to area items than did other groups 
of respondents. In addition, the graduates were the only group in 
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each period with more nonresponses than "don't know's." The graduates 
may have been motivated to participate in the CORE accreditation 
process and provide ratings by their recent exposure to the 
professional participation component of RCE curricula. However, the 
graduates may have been reluctant to admit they did not know enough to 
judge area items and, therefore, chose not to respond to some of the 
i terns. 
Interpretation of differences 
between ratings by students 
and ratings by employers 
All of the significant differences between the student and 
employer ratings of area items were for comparisons in which the 
proportion of "more than adequate" ratings by the employers is greater 
than the corresponding proportion of ratings by the students. In 
addition, the majority of the significant differences between task 
item ratings in each period were for comparisons in which the 
proportion of "strong" ratings by employers was greater than the 
proportion of "strong" ratings by students. 
The specific differences with students in 1973-1930 are 
consistent with the findings of Stano's (1982) study comparing the 
ratings by graduate students with those by each of the other four 
groups. However, discussion of task acquisition and of students 
ratings "themselves" (p. 45) suggests Stano perceives the instruments 
276 
as eliciting evaluations of the graduate students' performance rather 
than the adequacy of their preparation by the program. 
The evaluations of graduates' preparation by students in both 
evaluation periods are generally lower than the ratings of graduates' 
performance by employers. The evaluation inexperience of students 
casts doubt on the worth of their assessments of education (Dressel, 
1978 , p. 247 ). Students may be unwilling to express their critical 
concerns directly to instructors, department chairpersons, and college 
administrators (Dressel, 1978, p. 348). However, students may find it 
easier to express criticism of their RCE programs with the anonymity 
of the CORE process. 
In a study of 808 student respondents of 30 RCE programs under 
consideration by CORE in the fall of 1980 by Geist & Morris (1981), 
the 400 students with 30 semester hours or less of credit were defined 
as "inexperienced" and the 408 students with more than 30 semester 
hours of credit were defined as "experienced." That the inexperienced 
students consistently gave more "don't know" responses indicates a 
general lack of knowledge about the program (p. 8). When students do 
provide ratings, they tend to rate positively those things "of which 
they know little" (p. 8). In addition, the students may have a 
tendency to rate the program in which they are enrolled favorably 
since it is "difficult to criticize one's career choice" and students 
"may not yet be able to separate career skills from program quality" 
(p. 8). The recommendation to eliminate first year students from the 
student respondent group was implemented by CORE prior to collection 
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of the 1982-1983 data analyzed in this study. While the number of 
significant differences on area iterns remained constant in both 
periods, the number of significant differences with students on task 
items dropped from 110 in 1978-1980 to 76 in 1982-1983. In addition, 
the "don't know" responses dropped from 9.5 percent of the total 
survey responses and nonresponses in 1978-1980 (801 divided by 8,400) 
to 5.3 percent of the total in 1982-1983 (89 divided by 1,692). 
Interpretation of differences 
between ratings by clinical 
supervisors and employers 
Both the number of significant differences with clinical 
supervisors and the mean of those differences were ranked highest 
among the four groups compared with employers in the 1978-1980 
evaluation period. Similarly, in all of the 164 significant 
differences between task ratings in both periods the proportion of 
"strong" ratings by the employers was greater than the correponding 
proportion of ratings by the clinical supervisors. 
A clinical supervisor's judgment of an RCE program's adequacy in 
preparation of graduates is based on the performance of a graduate 
student intern and an employer is rating the performance of a program 
graduate who has (a) spent more time in a preparation program, (b) 
fulfilled the program requirements for graduation, (c) been hired by 
the agency, and (d) spent at least some time in the entry level 
278 
position. Therefore, it is not surprising that the significantly 
different ratings of area items by employers are consistently higher 
than those by the clincal supervisors. 
The number of significant differences between the ratings of 
task items by employers and the ratings by clinical supervisors 
dropped from 137 in 1978-1980 to 27 in 1982-1983. This noteworthy 
reduction can be explained by the change in definition of the student 
participants: The student respondents in 1978-1980 were currently 
enrolled in RCE programs and the students in 1982-1983 were not only 
currently enrolled but had completed half of the degree coursework. 
The agency supervisors in the 1982-1983 data had supervised interns 
who were closer to graduation than the 1978-1930 interns and it was 
expected that the clinical supervisors' ratings of their preparation 
would more closely approximate the employer evaluations of graduates' 
performance. 
In Stano's 1982 study of differences between the ratings by 
graduate students and by each of the other four groups of CORE 
respondents in 1978-1980 the employers generally rated items higher 
than the students and the students rated items higher than did the 
clinical supervisors. In addition to the argument that employers hire 
"fully trained students," Stano proposed the following as an 
explanation of the disparity between the ratings by clinical 
supervisors and by employers: "Employers of graduates are the 
supervisors of clinical supervisors and may be one step further 
removed from the actualities of the curriculum" (p. 45). With no 
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further discussion by Stano the statement is difficult to interpret. 
However, in the opinion of this investigator the knowledge—or lack of 
knowledge of present RCE curriculum would have little influence on 
the rating of a student's preparation for the performance of 
rehabilitation counseling tasks in functional areas. Rather, it would 
seem the item ratings reflect the agency clinical supervisor's 
familiarity with the areas and tasks of rehabilitation practice. 
Interpretation of differences 
between ratings by faculty 
and ratings by employers 
In all of the significant differences with faculty the 
proportion of "more than adequate" ratings of area items by the 
employers was greater than the proportion of "more than adequate" 
ratings by the faculty. In each of the evaluation periods, the mean 
of the significant differences between employer and faculty task 
ratings is highest among the four groups compared with employers. 
However, in both evaluation periods there are fewer significant 
differences between the ratings by employers and the ratings by 
faculty than between the employer ratings and those by graduates, 
students, and clinical supervisors. 
There may be a tendency for instructors to overrate themselves 
(McNeil & Popham, 1977, p. 268) and it is likely that rehabilitation 
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counseling educators may similarly tend to overrate the programs with 
which they are associated. 
One may become charitable toward professional weakness simply 
because of an increased awareness over time that people generally 
perform less efficiently than expected (Dressel, 1978, p. 349). It is 
possible that rehabilitation counseling employers and faculty may be 
more lenient in evaluation as a result of their experiences in a field 
with the goal of promoting human growth and development. 
Those involved with a program may become partisans in political 
activities directed at influencing evaluation. Rehabilitation 
programs in the state-federal system are funded in part by federal 
funds, RCE programs have received federal monies, and both public and 
private agencies use RCE student interns. That educators and 
employers are likely partisans in the evaluation of RCE because of 
their symbiotic interests may result in inflated ratings of 
accreditation applicants. 
On the other hand, the similarity in evaluations by the two 
groups may reflect a similarity in knowledge of professional standards 
and counselor training. Agency administrators or employers are 
typically long-term practitioners who are likely to have advanced 
degrees in rehabilitation and who may have moved-up from the counselor 
position after graduation from an RCE program (English et al., 1979). 
In addition, employers are usually eager to foster a close working 
relationship with education (Aukerman, 1978, p. 72). Some 
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rehabilitation counseling employers serve as advisory committee 
members, class resources, and part-time RCE faculty. 
Interpretations of Findings by Area and by Task 
For only one task in 1978-1980 there were no significant 
differences among the eight comparisons of "strong" ratings. There 
were 27 additional task items with no significant differences in 
1982-1983. In 87 percent or 71 of the remaining 82 tasks in 
1982-1983, the mean of the differences that were significant for the 
individual task item was larger than the corresponding mean in the 
1978-1980 data. 
The interpretation of specific differences between the ratings 
of area and task items is highly speculative. For example, the 
highest number of significant differences between area ratings in each 
period were for the Area 2 (Planning and Case Management) item. This 
is an area specific to rehabilitation counseling and the discrepancies 
may reflect the impact of the change in client populations to include 
more severely disabled persons. In each period, the lowest mean of 
the differences that were significant for an area item was for Area 4 
(Personal and Social Counseling). This is an interpersonal function 
that is more psychological in nature and has historically been 
included among the functions of other counseling disciplines. 
The i nterpreta ti on of significant differences among task 
ratings is similarly speculative. That there were no significant 
differences between the ratings of Task 3 (identifying significant 
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person or persons in the client's life who may be helpful in resolving 
problems) in Area 4 (Personal and Social Counseling) may be because 
this is an easier task to perform and/or the task description is 
similarly interpreted by all respondents. On the other hand, there 
were six significant differences among the eight comparisons with 
employer evaluations of Task 4 (consulting with psychologist or 
psychiatrist to clarify a report on a client in relation to 
rehabilitation planning) in Area 1 (Interpretation of Evaluations) in 
1978-1980, but only two significant differences in 1982-1983. It may 
be that the discrepancies represent actual differences in aspects of 
program quality relating to this less operationalized task 
description. Although the discrepancies may be real, they may merely 
reflect the respondents' likes and dislikes of this particular 
rehabilitation counselor function. In addition, there may be 
negotiable functions in the role fulfilled by individual employees. If 
so, the greatest contribution to counselor competencies made by a 
preparation program may be the intangible enabling of students to 
adapt, adjust, and learn the skills of particular job placements 
during fieldwork experiences (Geist, et al., p. 313). 
Implications of Results 
Rehabilitation counseling is a relatively new counseling 
specialization and is "perhaps more flexible, innovative, and open to 
self-examination than the more established helping professions" 
(Anthony & Carkhuff, 1970). The Council on Rehabilitation Education 
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annually collects and analyzes data on RCE applicants and is to be 
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credited for ongoing efforts to study and validate standards and 
procedures. The results of this secondary analysis of CORE data have 
implications for RCE standards, curricula, and evaluation. For 
example, (a) rehabilitation counseling professionals may use the 
identification of stability of ratings over time in decision-making 
concerned with revisions of preparation and practice standards; (b) 
the coordinator of an RCE program may use comparisons of CORE feedback 
with ratings in this study for setting in order of priority the 
program weaknesses to be addressed by curriculum revision (weaknesses 
in common with the applicants in this study and/or weaknesses as 
compared with the strengths of the applicants in this study); and (c) 
the Council on Rehabilitation Education may use the results of this 
study to revise the accreditation evaluation process. 
The following suggestions concerning the CORE accreditation 
process are offered: 
1. Revision of the CORE questionnaires to request that 
performance task items be rated using the same scale as used 
for the functional area items: "1-very inadequate," "2-less 
than adequate," "3-adequate," "4-more than adequate," and 
"5-very adequate" 
2. Addition of the following two calculations to the CORE 
analyses for each task and area item: the proportion of 
ratings that are "more than adequate" (combined "more than 
adequate" and "very adequate" ratings),and the proportion of 
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survey respondents who provided "more than adequate" ratings 
(combined more than adequate" and "very adequate" ratings) 
among their total ratings, "don't know" responses and 
nonresponses 
3. Calculation by CORE of aggregate data analyses for all 
applicants in an accreditation period that include the two 
proportions of "more than adequate" ratings 
4. Provision by CORE of the aggregate proportions of "more than 
adequate" ratings in an evaluation period to the coordinators 
of RCE program applicants included in the data, with 
notification that the complete data analyses are available 
upon request 
5. Revision of the standard upon which an area or task item is 
based or exclusion of the item from the CORE questionnaires 
whenever ratings~~rather than "don't know" responses and 
nonresponses—are received from fewer than 80 percent of the 
respondents in each group during an accreditation period 
with a minimum of 12 applicant programs and 800 respondents 
Recommendations for Further Study 
The results of this investigation are largely descriptive and 
raise as many questions as have been answered. The following are 
recommendations for extension of the inquiry: 
1. Collection of demographic data by CORE to determine whether 
(a) employers, clinical supervisors, and graduates work in 
pri vate-for-prof i t, private-not~for-profit, or public 
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rehabilitation agencies; and (b) students have done and/or 
are doing internships in private-for-profit, private-not- 
for-profit, or public rehabilitation agencies. 
2. Analysis of CORE questionnaire data to determine similarities 
and differences in ratings and "nonratings" ("don't know's" 
and nonresponses) of area and task items by respondents from 
the private and public sectors of rehabi1itation 
3. Comparison of accreditation evaluation data on individual 
Rehabilitation Counselor Education programs with the 
aggregate CORE evaluation data for the period in which they 
were evaluated to identify similarities and differences in 
the results 
4. Comparison of accreditation evaluation data on an individual 
RCE program with the data on other applicant programs in the 
same evaluation period, of the same appropriate size, in the 
same type of educational institution, and/or in the same 
Rehabilitation Services Administration region to identify 
similarities and differences in the results 
5. Continuation of the effort to establish the reliability and 
validity of the CORE accreditation procedures. This 
investigator suggests a random sampling of respondents in a 
given evaluation period to confirm and/or explain their item 
ratings, "don't know's," and nonresponses. 
Attention should be given to the determination of whether 
graduates, students, clinical supervisors, and faculty are 
rating preparation by the program or performance by students 
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and/or, graduates. In addition, effort should be focused on 
establishing the validity of employer ratings. Information 
on an employer's involvement with and/or knowledge of a 
particular graduate and whether or not the graduate was hired 
by the employer can be analyzed. The processing of the CORE 
survey instruments by employers can be investigated by 
analyzing information on whether the employers complete the 
questionnaires themselves or delegate the task to others and 
whether or not the completed questionnaires are seen by or 
discussed with others before being sent to CORE. 
6. Survey of RCE applicant programs to determine whether CORE 
feedback is used for program improvement and, if so, how the 
CORE feedback is used by the program coordinator and other 
RCE faculty. Particular attention should be given to the use 
of differences between ratings of graduates' performance or 
preparation by the five groups of respondents. 
7. Comparison of aggregate CORE accreditation evaluation data on 
RCE programs, or evaluation data on an individual program, 
with evaluation data on programs from other human service 
disciplines that use a specialized accreditation process. 
Attention should be given to an assessment of the value 
and/or limitations of the unique components of the CORE 
accreditation process: no required site visitation and the 
use of employer ratings of graduates' performance. 
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It is anticipated that rehabilitation colleagues and/or 
evaluation researchers will (a) focus on the resolution of specific 
problems in the evaluation of Rehabilitation Counselor Education and 
other postsecondary preparation programs and (b) disseminate results 
of their studies of rehabilitation counseling standards, 
rehabilitation counseling education, the Council on Rehabilitation 
Education accreditation process, and other specialized accreditation 
evaluation procedures. 
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REHABILITATION COUNSELOR 
EDUCATION 
Accreditation Evaluation 
Individual Ojesticmaire 
For 
Eff’LDYERS of Graduates 
COUNCIL ON REHABILITATION EDUCATION, INC.™ 
COUNCIL ON REHABILI TAT ION EDUCATION ACCREDITATION (VALUATION 
INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONNAIR( FOR EMPLOYERS OF GRADUATES 
INSTRUCTIONS 
Thl» questIonnaire It designed to obtain Individual assessments about a Rehabilitation Counaalor 
education Program being evaluated for recognition by the Council on Rehabilitation (ducatlon. .It 
tall* for attesting graduate performance on entry level tasks that matters degree rehabilitation 
counte Ion should be able to perform. Thete tasks are grouped Into eight distinct functional areas. 
A rating Is to be given on each of the eight areas. 
(van though individual performanca Is tha basis for tha ratings, thara Is no analysis of date on 
any Individual and all responses remain confidential. The sole purpose of these ratings it to pro¬ 
vide evidence of how well the Rehabilitation Counselor Education Program compiles with Standard F.k 
In the Accreditation Manuel, which lists all of the tasks. 
The Rating Scale 
Please rate how well the graduate actually performs the tasks In each functional area, using the 
following scale: 
I 2 3 k 5 OR 
very 
Inadequate 
less than 
adequate 
adequate more than 
adequate 
very 
adequate 
don't 
know 
You are asked to rate all aight functional areas. 
Assessing the Tasks 
Within each functional area you have the opportunity to identify those specific tasks on which you 
think graduate performance 1s particularly strong or particularly weak. This should be done belorc 
rating performance on the area overall. For those tasks you arc asked to circle 
"strong" for any task where performance Is particularly strong 
“weak" for any task where perforosance it particularly weak 
"DR" for any task you don't know enough about to reach a Judgment 
If you regard performance on a task as neither strong nor weak, then do not give a response to that 
task. After you have reviewed the tasks, then rate the area overall on the I to 5 scale provided. 
Mote: A "weak" assessment on a particular task Is not necessarily a negative reflection on the 
Rehabilitation Counselor Education Program. Each program has different emphases, (valuation by 
CORE considers how well the program meets Its own objectives. 
Returning the Questionnaire 
Upon completion of the questionnaire, please: 
1. Complete the Identification Information on the cover latter. 
2. Seal the questionnaire and cover letter In the pre-eddretsed return 
envelope and mail It to the CORE office. 
(11-79) PLEASE RESPONO PROMPTLY 11 
-I- 
Fo11 owing the 
graduate. 
Instructions on the previous page, please proceed 
to assess the performance of the 
Area_^: Interpretation of Hedical, Educational, 
fllents (F.k.l) Social, Vocational Evaluations for 
(Hated below arc the 12 tasks which sake up Area 1. Please circle 
"strong ", "weak" or "OR" for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions.) 
a. determining a client's readiness for a 
particular type of counseling approach, re* 
habi11 tat ion service or employment weak strong OK 
b. evaluating client's stated need to determine 
If the service which the client is requesting 
is appropriate weak Strong OK 
c. evaluating information about a client's prob¬ 
lems to determine a counseling approach 
that might help a client adapt to a setting 
or situation 
weak strong OK 
d. consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist 
to clarify a report on a client in relation 
to rehabilitation planning weak Strong OK 
a. providing integrated medical Information to 
the c1ient weak Strong OK 
f. seeking information to assess the psycholo¬ 
gical implications of the individual's words 
or actions as related to his/her disability weak strong OK 
g. assessing a client's past adjustment to 
the work world weak Strong OK 
h. Interpreting the results of individual 
Intel 1Igence tests weak Strong OK 
i. Interpreting the results of personality 
Inventories weak Strong OK 
J. Interpreting the results of group intelli¬ 
gence, aptitude and achievement tests weak Strong OK 
k. Interpreting the results of vocational 
interest inventories weak Strong OK 
1. preparing abstracts of relevant materials 
to assist In staking decisions weak Strong OK 
Individua I 
RatInq Seale 
NOW PLEASE GIVE TWA RATING FOR AREA t OVERALL: 1 2 3 A S or 
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Area 2: Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management for Individual Clients (F.k.2) 
(Listed below are the IS tasks which make up Area 2. Please circle 
"strong", "weak" or "OK" for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions.) 
a. determining the appropriateness of service 
requested by or for a client 
b. deciding the adequacy of Information for 
making client related decisions 
c. determining appropriate resources available 
to implement the rehabilitation plan 
d. selecting clients to participate in a group 
counseling situation 
e. deciding the amount of time necessary for 
counseling sessions or client's decision¬ 
making process 
f. determining if a client's situation warrants 
referral to special resources weak strong OK 
g. consulting with experts in a particular field, 
prior to developing a training or educational 
program, to determine potential for final 
placement of the client in that field weak strong DK 
h. participating in a joint discussion with 
client in order to help arrive at a mutually 
acceptable rehabilitation plan weak strong OK 
|. negotiating an agreement on alternative 
services to be provided when a client has 
been refused a requested service weak strong OK 
J. negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) 
for terminating rehabilitation services weak strong DK 
k. obtaining understanding about a client's 
preferred servlce(s) and on the respective 
responsibilities Involved In obtaining 
service(s) stron9 DIC 
J, reaching an understanding about the agency's 
financial responsibilities for the client's 
1 rehab 11itat ion 
m. securing information about the existence, 
onset, severity and expected duration 
of a client's dIsabl11ty(Ies) 
n. developing Intermediate rehabilitation 
objectives for a client during a 
convalescent period 
o. reviewing case notes and supportive 
documentation from transferred case 
In order to carry out further re* 
habilitation activities 
— (continued on next page) 
weak strong DK 
weak strong DK 
weak Strong DK 
weak strong DK 
weak strong DK 
weak strong DK 
weak Strong DK 
weak strong OK 
weak Strong OK 
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(Area 2 continued) 
p. evaluating information about client's 
training programs weak strong Dk 
<>• interpretation of program rules and 
procedures to a client or significant 
others weak strong Dk 
r. reviewing active case files periodically 
to monitor quality of case recording weak strong Dk 
s. evaluating a rehabilitation plan with 
supervisor to test the feasibility and 
probable consequences of pursuing 
the plan weak 
Strong Dk 
NOW PLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR AREA 2 OVERALL: 
Rating Scale 
1 2 3 <« 5 OR 
Art* 3: Career and Vocational Counseling for Individual Clients (F.G.3) 
(Listed below are the ten tasks which make up Area 3- Please circle 
"strong1, "weak" or "OK" for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions.) 
a. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation 
procedures for a particular client 
b. determining level and type of training or 
educational program with a client 
e. evaluating client participation in or 
benefits being received from education, 
weak strong DR 
weak strong Ok 
training or other program service in 
order to Initiate or recommend necessary 
program modifications weak strong Dk 
d. helping an employed client Identify job 
adjustment problems and develop a course 
of action to solve them 
weak strong Dk 
e. pronoting a client's understanding of his/ 
her vocational strengths and weaknesses; 
integrating the interpretation of vocational, 
psychological, and social evaluative 
reports as necessary 
weak strong Dk 
f securing Information to determine a client's 
vocational skills, aptitudes and Interests weak 
strong Dk 
g. assisting a client regarding vocational plans 
when they appear unrealistic 
wcok strong Dk 
h. assessing the intact of cultural-ethnic 
and socioeconomic factors on client s 
vocational goals 
weak strong Dk 
| assessing the consistency of a client's 
vocational choice with evaluative . 
weak strong Ok 
Informal ion 
(continued on next page) 
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(Art* ) continued) 
j. advising a client regarding the need for 
*mbulatory/mobi11ty techniques or 
environmental adaptations required to cope 
with the job weak strong OK 
NOW PLEASE CIVE YOUR RATING rOR AREA ) OVERALL: 
Are* It: Personal and Social Counseling for Individual Clients (F.A.A) 
(Listed below are the 21 tasks which make up Area A. Please circle 
"strong", "weak" of "OK" for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions.) 
a. planning qroup counseling sessions and 
formulating overall objectives for the 
b. 
group weak strong 
•identifying setting or conditions most 
appropriate for interviewing or counseling weak strong 
identifying significant person(s) in the 
client's life who may be helpful in resolving 
problems weak Strong 
d. leading a weekly group counseling session 
focussed on adjustment and/or vocational 
problems weak strong OK 
e. providing adjustment counseling and 
Rating Scale 
I 2 J A 5 
facilitating necessary life changes in 
dealing with a degenerative disability weak Strong DK 
f. maintaining a counseling relationship weak 
strong OK 
9- assisting clients to a deeper understanding 
of themselves and their relationship with 
others 
weak strong DK 
h. developing a facilitative counseling re¬ 
lationship 
weak Strong OK 
I. engaging In a mutual determination on the 
nature and goals of counseling 
weak strong OK 
J- 
assisting a client with crisis resolution weak Strong DK 
k. assisting In facilitating a needed change 
In a client-family relationship weak 
strong OK 
1. encouraging a client with a specific 
problem to take problem-solving action weak Strong 
DK 
m. encouraging a client to discuss perceptions 
of services being provided 
weak Strong DK 
n. assisting the client to develop the ability 
to cope 
weak strong DK 
0. facilitating client's decision process 
weak Strong OK 
(continued on nent p*9*) 
OK 
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■5* 
(Are* It continued) 
p- giving clients additional information 
group information session(s) weak strong DK 
q- describing, with Informed consent, the 
effect of a client's disability and 
present needs and progress to parents or 
guardian(s) weak strong DK 
r. facilitating a client's cooperation in 
diagnostic procedures weak Strong DK 
ft. seeking information to determine a client's 
conflicts, tensions and anxieties weak strong DK 
t. assisting the individual to identify and 
verbalize need for services weak strong DK 
u. discussing placement plans with client and 
staff members of community facility to 
alleviate client’s fears regarding placement 
at the facility weak strong DK 
NOW PLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR AREA <* OVERALL: 
Job Development and Placement for Individual Clients (F.lt.5) 
(Lilted below *re the 12 tasks which m*ke up Are* 5- Please circle 
"Strong", "we*k" or "DA" for *ppropri*te taikl, according to the 
Instructions.) 
a. procure lnform*tion from the community on Tf*e 
existence of businesses and Industries weak strong DK 
b. determine the occupational classifications 
within businesses and industries in the 
comun i ty 
e. Identify and contact employers to actively 
develop and/or identify job opportunities 
for rehabilitation clients 
d. evaluate Job activities through the use 
of task analysis inventories and Job 
analysis schedules to determine aid 
in Job modification and restructuring 
a. provide education and/or training of 
prospective employers about various 
disabilities and any vocational Implications, 
the use of assistive devices. Job accomoda¬ 
tion and facility services 
f. assist employers to identify, modify and/ 
or eliminate architectural, procedural and/ 
or altitudinal barriers to the employment 
and advancement of disabled individuals 
____ (continued on next page) 
Rating Scale 
I 2 J *. 5 
weak strong OK 
weak strong DK 
weak strong DK 
weak strong DK 
weak strong DK 
DK 
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- (Are* 5 continued) 
9. review voc*tion»l, physical and social 
related data to determine client job 
readiness for competitive employment weak ltrong DK 
h. teach appropriate Job seeking end re¬ 
tention skills, as needed, for competitive 
employment weak strong OK 
I. conduct individual and qroup counseling to 
facilitate work adjustment weak strong OK 
J- establish follow-up and/or follow-atong 
procedures for disabled clients who are 
In competitive or other employment 
settings weak strong DK 
k. rtading materials pertinent to the 
evaluation of labor market trends weak Strong DK 
1. providing an inquirer with detailed 
•information about vocational rehabilita¬ 
tion and the service programs it encom¬ 
passes weak strong OK 
MOW PLEASE GIVE TOUR RATING FOR AREA 5 OVERALL: t 2 3 *• 5 Ok. 
Area &: Community Resources Utilization (F.I4.6) 
(Listed below are the 19 tasks which make up Are* 
“strong ", “weak" or "DK" for appropriate tasks. 
Instructions.) 
6. Please clrclc 
according to the 
a. determining appropriate resources for 
providing family services weak strong DK 
b. conferring with liaison personnel at 
Other community service agencies weak Strong OK 
c. exchanging Information with other ser¬ 
vice providers Involved with the client weak strong OK 
d. explaining the purpose of specific 
programs, facilities or Institutions weak Strong OK 
arranging genetic counseling for a 
client as recommended by a medical 
profession*1 weak strong DK 
f. referring client to a school or college 
setting for necessary coorsework weak Strong OK 
9. referring clients to community volunteer 
groups that provide needed resources weak Strong DK 
h. contacting a resource to whom a client Is 
being referred to determine mutual 
responsibi1itits weak strong DK 
1. rtferrlng client to work adjustment 
center or rehabilitation facility weak Strong DK 
(continued on next page) 
-7- 
- (Are* i continued) - 
J. referring to, and assisting client to 
deal with, those agencies or individuals 
that provide financial assistance ltrong DK 
k. providing information regarding availability 
of medical, dental or other services t*..* strong DK 
l. contacting liaison person to arrange for the 
acceptance of a client by the resource center strong OK 
arranging a learning or reality-testing 
experience for a client in the community weak strong DK 
n. determining whether rehabilitation centers 
or facilities, sheltered workshops, and other 
educational or training sites within an area 
provide viable occupational training weak strong DK 
o. consulting with representatives of community 
agencies in order to provide expertise in 
relation to the vocational problems of the 
disabled weak strong DK 
p. seeking to improve those conditions that 
Impede the successful rehabilitation of 
clients with a specific disability weak strong DK 
q. working with community members in developing 
and implementing programs to improve social, 
vocational, educational and employment 
opportunities for the disabled weak strong DK 
r. maintaining regular contacts and attending 
Scheduled meetings to promote cooperative 
efforts with representatives of other programs, 
halfway houses and community agencies that 
provide services to clients with a specific 
disability »<eak strong DK 
S. providing Information regarding agency 
programs to current and potential referral 
sources  weak strong DK Katlnq Scale 
NOW PLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR AREA b OVERALL: I 2 3 A S 
Area 7: Recording and Reporting for Individual Clients (F.A.7) 
(Listed below are the five tasks which make up Area 7. Please circle 
"strong ", “weak" or "DK" for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions.) 
a. developing a rehabilitation plan with a weak strong DK 
client 
b. preparing a summary reports detailing and 
synthesizing individual's vocational aptitudes/ 
Interests, work evaluation report, intelligence, DK 
, , ' , . weak strong u*. 
academic achievement, etc. 
C. Informing a client of reasons for denial of strong OK 
services 
■ (continued on next page) 
DK 
8- 
d. 
c. 
/ lUMimucu/ 
writing a summary report on a rehabili¬ 
tation plan Malt 
maintaining a summary of information obtained 
during visits with a client or a client's 
family for the case record »ak 
Strong OK 
Strong OK 
Rating Scale 
NOW PLEASE CIVE YOUR RATING FOR AREA 7 OVERALL: 1 2 ) <■ $ OK 
Area 8: Professional Participation and Development (F.G.B) 
(Listed below are the 12 tasks which make up Area 8. Please circle 
"strong' "weak" or "OK" for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions.) 
ft. participating in appropriate professional 
organizations weak st rong DK 
b. Involvement In current issues affecting 
the profession and/or client populations weak strong OK 
c. assisting in the preparation of legislative 
proposals to be considered on the state, or 
possibly federal, level weak strong DK 
d. se1f* InitiatIng or participating in agency- 
initiated research or evaluation projects weak Strong OK 
e. participating actively in regularly scheduled 
meetings in program area weak Strong DK 
f. learning application of agency policies and 
procedures by reading manuals, case records 
and other materials weak strong OK 
9- reviewing agency's rules to determine re¬ 
quirements for employment and promotion weak strong DK 
h. determining methods to assess problems 
Involved In delivering services to 
rehabilitation clients weak strong OK 
1. consulting with stiff development specialist! 
to establish and coordinate training efforts weak strong DK 
J- disseminating Information about the program 
through community participation, speeches, 
correspondence, and the use of newspapers, 
articles, radio and TV programs weak Strong DK 
It. partic1 pating actively In training conferences 
and In-service training sessions weak Strong DK 
1. sharing, information gained at training sessions 
strong OK 
NOW PLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR ARE* 8 OVERALL: I 2 J •i 5 OK 
Icol id) 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP I!I Please seal the questionnaire and your cover letter In the envelope 
provided and return it directly to the CORE office. 
APPENDIX B 
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Council on Rehabilitation Education Accreditation Evaluation 
Individual Questionnaire 
INSTRUCTIONS 
This questionnaire is designed to obtain individual assessments about a 
Rehabilitation Counselor Education program being evaluated for recognition bv 
the Council on Rehabilitation Education. PART I of the questionnaire calls 
for assessing the adequacy of the program on several of its characteristics 
or functions. PART II of the questionnaire calls for assessing graduate 
preparation on entry level tasks that masters degree rehabilitation counselors 
should be able to perform. 
The directions for the assessments will vary from PART I to PART I I , so please 
observe those differences as you proceed through the questionnaire. 
Upon Completion of the Questionnalre 
Faculty and Students are asked to: 
1. Complete the identification information on the cover letter. 
2. Seal the questionnaire and cover letter in th« envelope 
provided. 
3. Write your name on the outside of the envelope and return it 
to the coordinator of the program. 
Agency Clinical Experience Supervisors and Graduates are asked to: 
1. Complete the identification information on the cover letter. 
2. Seal the questionnaire and cover letter in the pre-addressed 
return envelope and mail it to the CORE office. 
PLEASE RESPOND PROMPTLY! 
336 
The lum 
INSTRUCTIONS TOR PART I 
tech Item it a modi lied statement of a standard found In the Accreditation Manual. The nueher In 
parentheses at the end of the statement is the number of the corresponding standard, and It given 
to assure accurate cross - refeienc ing of your assessments. 
The Ratinq Sea le 
Each Item is to be assessed using the following rating scale: 
' 2 J t 5 OR 
v*rY less than adequate more than very don't 
inadequate adequate adequate adequate know 
You are asked to respond to every item using this scale. (Note that a few Items are blocked off 
to be assessed by faculty only.) If you do not have enough Information about the program to be 
reasonably confident about assessing an Item, then circle “OK". 
Assessinq Sub-Items 
In Part I contain a number of sub-items. This allows you to Identify specific areas 
Strength or weakness before rating the item overall. On the sub-items you ere essed 
"strong" for any sub-item you regard as a particular strength of the program 
"weak" for any sub-item you regard as a particular weakness of the program 
"OK" for any sub-Item you don't know enough about to reach a Judgment 
If you regard a sub-item as neithei strong nor weak, than do not give a response to that sub-item. 
After you have reviewed the sub-items, then rate the item e—erall on the I to $ scale provided. 
I I I I I I I I 
following these Instructions for PAAT I, please proceed to attest the adequacy of the Rehabilita¬ 
tion Counselor Education program. 
lectIon A: Mlstion of the Rehab I I 11 a tI on Countelor EducatIon Program Rating Scale 
1. the program's articulation of its mission, objectives and accomplishments 
to students, agency personnel, related faculty. Institution administration, 
Student applicants and consumers (A.}) 1 2 J * S DK 
2. the program's provision of professional and cc^mjntty contributions (please rate 
con sJ stent with Its mission (A.b)___ lt*' 2 
(Listed below are the four sub-items which make up the content of 
Item Mo. 2. Please circle "strong", "weak" or "OK" for appropriate sub¬ 
items, according to the Instructions for PART I.) 
A. staff consultation and advisory sarvices to 
rehabi1itat ion agencies (A.b.l) weak Strong DK 
b. part ic Ipat 1 on if' and apontorahip of confaranca 
and in-service training for rehabilitation 
personnel (A.6.2) waak Strong DK 
c. faculty membership and leadership In 
professional associations (A.6.)) waak Strong DK 
4. faculty activities In presentations, papers 
and research (A.b.k) weak atrong 
DK 
Several Items 
of particular 
to circle 
NOW PLEASE GIVE TOUR RATING TOR ITEM 2 OVERALL t 2 ) fc S OK 
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Sect Ion 8: ACE OrqanJ zation and Administration Rating Scale 
F 
A 
3. orogram recognition and support within the Institution (8.1) 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
C k. Interaction and channels of cofrvnon i cat ion with related programs 
U 0 
l N 
In the institution (6.2) 1 2 3 k 5 DK 
T L 
V Y 
5- financial support of the program (8.3) 1 2 3 k 5 OK, 
6. preservation of academic freedom in program administration and 
financing (6.k) 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
7. collaboration with instructional, research end clinical facilities 
Outside the Institution (6.5) 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
8. evaluation and modification of the program through se1f-eve 1u<tIon, 
professional groups, student groups and consumer groups (6.6) 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
9. delegation of program responsIbiIity and authority to the coordinator 
10. 
and faculty (6.7) 
regular review and improvement of ACE program management (6.6) 
1 2 3 k 5 OK 
1 2 J k 5 OK 
F 11. support clerical staff (6.9.1) 1 2 J k 5 OK 
C 12. records and data processing (6.9.2) 1 2 J k 5 DK 
U 0 
L N 13. staff offices (6.9.k) 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
T l 
Y Y |l«. office equipment (6.9-8) 1 2 3 k 5 DK 
15. Instructional quarters (8.9.3) 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
16. student work and research facilities (6.9.5) 1 2 3 k S OK 
17. clinical observation facilities and equipment (6.9-6) 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
16. ACE materials (8.9.7) 1 2 3 k S OK 
19- Instructional media facilities and equipment (6.9-9) 
1 2 3 k 5 OK 
20 accessibility ano usability of ACE facilities 
disabled (6.10) 
and resources by the 
1- 2 3 k 5 DK 
21. continuing and effective recruitment policies and procedures (6.11) (please rate 
—1 Item 21 on 
(Listed be low are the >li sub-items which make up the content of 
Item No. 21. Please circle •'strong", "weak" or "OK" for appropriate 
sub-items, according to the Instructions for PART l.) 
a. Identification of potential student groups 
consistent with program's mission (6.11.1) weak stre g OK 
availability ot financial support for target b. 
c. 
d. 
groups (6.11.2) 
quality of recruitment material (6.11.3) 
distribution of recrul tihent material 
(6.11.M 
consideration and equitable representation 
of disabled and non-white Individuals 
approached in recruitment (6.12) 
_ (continued on next page) 
weak strong OK 
weak strong OK 
weak strong DK 
weak strong DK 
next page) 
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I (Item 21 continued) - . f 
f. Con»ideretIon given to academic performance 
and potential, career goals. personal 
characteristies, occupational background 
and avocatIona! experience in screening 
_Proccliur«» dnil admission requirements (0,14) weak stror.c bn 
MOW RLEASE GIVE YOUA RATING fOA ITEM 21 OVERALL: 
Sect Ion £: Academic Program 
22. maintenance and periodic review of academic standards (C.j1 
23. lev* I of academic study adequate to graduate level professional 
training needs (C.A) 
24. provision for study of methods of vocational evaluation (C.5.1) 
25. provision for study of planning client vocational rehebiI’tat ion 
services (C.S■2) 
25. provision for study of theories and practices of assessment and 
evaluation (C.5-3) 
27- provision for study of client advocacy (C.S.4) 
28. provision for study of counseling theoiies and prect'cr.. ( n.'i.idual 
and group) (C.5-5) 
2°. provision for study of community services and resources if.St) 
30. provision for study of vocational placemen: (C.S•7' 
31. provision for study of follow-up ond/or fit) lowo lo-.r services (C.5.B) 
32. provision for study of environmental (i.e., psychologies!, 
sociological, cultural) impact on aspects o( disability (C.5.9) 
33* provision for study of job analysis and job modification and 
restructuring (C.5.10) 
34. provision for study of work adjustment theories and practices (C.S-H) 
35* provision for study of relationships with other disciplines (C.5-12) 
3(, provision for study of sources of occupational Information and labor 
market trends (C.3-13) 
)7. provision for study of requirements and characteristics of a variety 
of occupations (C.S-14) 
38. provision for study of medical aspects of disabilities (C.S••>' 
39. provision for study of theoretical basis of behavior ar-J personality 
(C.5.IM 
40. provision for study of functional limitations of disahi’ity (C.S-17) 
41. provision for study of theories of career development (C . 5.18) 
42. provision for study of current issues in rehabiIitat ion counseling 
(C.5.19) 
43. provision for study of rehabiIitat ion research literature (C.5-2C: 
44. provision for study of research methods and aralyr.s (C.521) 
kiting Sc a 1r 
I 2 ) 4 $ Dr 
'2J4S Or 
> 2 ) k 5 P 
12)45 Dr 
12)45 Or. 
12)45 or 
12)45 Dr 
12)45 or 
12)45 Dr 
12)45 or 
12)45 or 
12)45 or 
12)45 or 
12)45 Or 
12)45 Or 
12)45 Or 
12)45 Or 
12)45 Or 
12)45 D>. 
12)45 Dr 
12345 Dr 
12)45 Or 
12)45 Or 
12)45 or 
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45. 
45. 
47. 
48. 
45. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
, -k- 
prevl■ lon for .to., of hl,.or, pM ,o.oM.r of r.h.b, (c.5.„, 
Orevl.loo for .tub, of InUUtlon .ff.ttlo, ,h. ou.bl.d (C.S.,J, 
provision for study of organlzatlonal structure of th, .... * . 
voce t Ions I rehabilitation system (C.5.2M ^ «ate-federa I 
“::rZ*sT;:»r- -• 
*c r ?sTth —«• «• «*•<«• - 
• ssessaent of end remedial opportunities In basic co^unlcatk, 
•hills, verbal expression and written expression (C.6) 
'!!**•?“ of the general curriculum and course content to professional 
Objectives and the objectives of the program (C.7) 
cor. course curriculum flexibility for student personal growth and 
development and pursuit of special interests (C.9) 
•arl^flrsthand experience in a variety of rehabilitation settings 
the Impact and effectiveness of clinical instruction and applied 
experience 
(Listed below are the 22 sub-items which make up the content of 
Item No. 54. Please circle ‘'strong11, "weak" or "DK" for appropriate 
•ub-(terns, according to the Instructions for PART I.) 
a. general effectiveness of clinical instruc¬ 
tion for meeting the objectives of the RCE 
program and its students (C.18.1) weak strong DK 
effectiveness of clinical Instruction for dc 
veloplng knowledge of human behav!or(C.10.2) weak strong DK 
effectiveness of clinical Instruction for 
developing knowledge of rehabilitation 
practices (C.18.3) weak Strong DK 
exposure of students to vocational 
rehabilitation counseling agencies(C.18.4) weak Strong DK 
amount of time RCE trainees spend in 
agencies (C.18.5) weak strong DK 
in.ens1vrness of faculty supervision and 
monitoring of student. In clinical exper¬ 
iences (C.18.6) weak Strong DK 
quality of clinical practice classes, 
seminars, or group meetings (C.18.7) weak Strong DK 
quality of agency Supervision of students 
(C.18.8) weak strong DK 
location of training agency facilities 
(C.18.9) weak strong DK 
quality of agency professional staffs 
(C.16.10) weak strong DK 
(continued on next page) 
Rat Inq Seal e 
1 2 3 4 5 OK 
1 2 J k 5 DK 
1 2 3 4 J DK 
1 2 3 4 5 OK. 
1 2 3 4 5 DK 
1 2 3 4 5 DK 
1 2 3 4 5 DK 
1 2 3 4 5 DK 
1 2 3 4 5 DK 
(please rate 
Item 54 on 
next page) 
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(I tem 5<» cont Inucd) 
k. quality of agency relationship with RCE 
program (C.lB.tl) 
l. nixnber of clinical experience positions 
available locally to students (C.18.12) 
m. physical facilities and equipment for 
students In clinical experience agencies' 
(C.18.13) 
n. RCE training manual for agency use 
(Instructional guides, student evaluation 
procedures, etc.) (C.I8.1A) 
o. evaluation of student performance by 
agency clinical experience supervisor and 
steak strong OK 
steak strong OK 
steak strong OK 
steak strong OK 
t. 
faculty (C.18.15) weak strong OK 
appropriateness for RCE students of facili¬ 
ties used as clinical experience sites 
(C.18.16) weak strong DK 
development by RCE program of comounlty 
facilities as clinical exper1ence 1tes 
(C.18.17) weak strong DK 
RCE program assistance to agency clinical 
experience supervisors (e.g., trailing In 
supervisory techniques and other university 
services) (C.lB.18) weak strong DK 
communication between the RCE program and 
clinical experience agencies (C.18.19) weak strong DK 
student satisfaction from the clinical 
experience (C.18.20) weak strong DK 
experience In working with clients with 
more severe disabilities (C.18.21) weak strong OK 
exposure to and work with consumer managed 
self help organizations, on campus or In 
the community (C.18.22) weak strong DK 
Re 11ny Scale 
NOW PLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR ITEM 5k OVERALL: 1 2 3 k 5 DK 
Sect ion 0: RCE Faculty 
55. faculty number and composition to carry out all aspects of the program 
and to maintain status within the Institution (D.l) 1 2 3 k 5 DK 
56. program solicitation of representation of disabled, non-white and 
females on the faculty (D.2) 1 2 3 6 5 DK 
57- qualifications of the faculty appropriate to the program objectives 
and to Rehabilitation Counseling, In general (0.3) 1 2 3 k 5 DK 
58. faculty responsibilities appropriate to the needs and objectives of the 
RCE program and commensurate with the rank and tenure of the 
responsible faculty (D.k) . .. 1 2 3 * 5 DK 
59- faculty engagement In placement activities for students completing the 
RCE program (0.6) 1 2 3 5 DK 
341 
60. policy and practice regarding distribution of faculty time 
(teaching, research, community service, professional service, , 
etc.) (0.8.1) 
Ratlnq Scale 
' 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
61. fulfillment of responsibilities by faculty (0.8.2) 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
62. faculty-student contact and comnunlcatloqi (D.8.k) 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
63. faculty advisement function (0.8.5) 1 2 3 k 5 D< 
6k. qualifications of the coordinator (0.8.11) l 2 3 k 5 DK 
F 
V 
65. faculty aorale and Job satisfaction (0.8.3) 1 2 3 k 5 DK 
A 
C 66. work load of faculty (D.8.6) 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
u 0 
L N 67. faculty salary levels (D.8.7) 
1 2 3 k 5 DK 
T L 
Y Y 68. faculty fringe benefits (retirement plan, Insurance, sabbatical) 
(0.8.8) 2 3 k 5 
DK 
69. promotion policy and tenure (0.8.9) 2 3 k 5 DK 
70. faculty's orientation toward rehabilitation (0.8.12) 
1 2 3 k 5 DK 
71. accessibility of faculty to students (0.18.13) 
1 2 3 k 5 OK 
SoctIon E: RCE Students 
72. cortnunl cat Ion between students and faculty for clar l f Icat 1 on of 
program requl rmnents and for student feedback about program lE.l) 
73. guidance and opportunities to assure the graduation of qualified 
students (E.3) 
7I1. representation of disabled and non-white students (E.k) 
75. student academic achievement and ability-course grades and clinical 
skills of RCE students (compared with students In other helping pro¬ 
fessions) (E.6.U2) 
76. student development of necessary academic knowledge (E.6.3) 
77. student development of necessary clinical skills (E.6.*i) 
78. student professional orientation 
(listed below are the three sub-items which make up the content of 
Item No. 78. Please circle "strong", "weak’ or OK for appropriate 
sub-items, according to the Instructions for Part I.) 
a. student Identification with and commitment to 
the profession of rehabilitation counseling 
6 5) weak strong DK ‘ 
b. student likelihood of entering the rehablll- 
tat Ion counseling profession (E.6.6) weak strong D 
c. student satisfaction with profession of 
rehabilitation counseling (E.6.7)_ eak strong OK 
l 2 3 k 5 OK 
1 2 3 k 5 OK 
1 2 3 <• 5 DK 
I 2 3 k 5 OK 
1 2 3 k 5 DK 
1 2 3 k 5 OK 
(please rate 
Item 78 below) 
Rating Scale 
NOW PLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR ITEM 78 OVERALL: I 2 3 k S OK 
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71. student Interact'on and involvement 
(Lilted below are the tlx sub-items which make up the 
*°- 79. Pleaie circle "itrong", "Meek" or "OK" 
lub-iterns, according to the Initructions for Part 1.) 
content of 
for appropriate 
a. itudent Interaction with other RCt students 
(C.6.8) talk strong DK 
b. Student Interaction with students and 
Faculty In other helping professions 
(1.6.9) weak ftt rong DK 
c. student Interaction with consumers (£.6.10) steak fttrong DK 
4. Student chapters or membership In profes¬ 
sional organizations and divisions (c.g.. 
Division 22 of APA, AACA, NRCA) (£.6.11) steak ftt rong OK 
c. student participation In program discus¬ 
sions affecting students (£.6.12) weak strong OK 
f. S tuden t contribution in community rehabili- 
tat ion services as volunteers (£.6.13) weak Strong DK 
lUtlnq Scjlc 
(plcaic rote 
Item 71 be I cm. ) 
NOW PLEASE GIVE TOUR RATING FOR ITEM 79 OVERALL: 1 2 J k 5 DK 
8o. ftfttlftfactlon of RC£ students with the program in relation to own 
professional goals (£.6.Ik) 1 2 J *■ 5 DK 
81. recognition of student contributions (E.6.15) 1 2 J k $ DK 
82. availability of financial Support for current students in nced(E.6.16) 1 2 3 k 5 DK 
8J. accomodation of needs of financially disadvantaged students (E.6.17) 1 2 3 k 5 OK 
8 k. ac cooixo da t i on of needs of non-white and disabled students (E.6.18) 1 2 3 k 5 DK 
85. retention end graduation success (ratio of dropouts end transfers to 
graduates) (£.6.13) 1 2 3 k 5 DK 
86. availability of Individual and group experiences for students In the 
role of cotmseleci (E.6.20) 1 2 3 k 5 DK 
87. satisfaction of the RCE program with the progress of its students 
(E.6.21) 1 2 3 k 5 DK 
Jjct ton F: RC£ Graduates 
M. graduate e*x>loyment end contribution record (please rate 
1 1tem 88 on 
(Lilted below are the lie sub-items which rate up the content of 
Item Ho. 88. Mane circle "strong", “week" or "DK" for appro¬ 
priate lub-ltemi, according to the Initructloni for Part I.) 
a. percentage of graduatel employed In public 
or private vocational rehabilitation or 
other agenclei for the handicapped (F.l.l) weak itrong OK 
percantage of graduatel employed In 
helping profeitlont utilizing their ACE 
preparation (F.1.2) weak itrong DK 
neat page) 
(continued on next page) 
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Otem 68 continued) 
percentage of graduates explored In 
counseling or related human service 
professions (F. 1.3) 
weak atrong OH 
d. percentage of graduates who pursue doctoral 
studies In rehabilitation counts Iing(F.I.k) weak strong OK 
percentage of graduates (master's degree 
ard doctoral) who are working In RCE 
teaching or rehabilitation research 
positions (F. 1.5) 
f. contribution of program graduates to the 
field of vocational rehabiI flat Ion (F.I.fc) 
weak strong pc 
weak strong OR 
netinp Seal. 
NOW PLEASE CIVI tOvR RATING FOR ITCH bd OVERALL: 1 J ) k 5 g* 
»tt^program assistance to graduates In securing appropriate eaolo. ient 
> * J k 5 DR 
>0. Graduates' work habits, personality and metu<.ty (F.)) fpleaie rate 
(Listed below are the three sub-items which make up the client of 
Item No. 90. Please circle “strong", "weak" .ir "OR" for appropriate 
Sub-Items, according to the Instructions for F.<rt 1.) 
1 tern JO be low) 
a. graduate!* efficient work habit! in 
performing routine and necesiary attign- 
»cnt!f ability to **>rk through channel!, 
folio- !k£>< rv i !or ' ! init ruct ion!, 
organize work efficiently and utilize 
time effectively (F.J.1) weak St rong OR 
b. graduates' effective work personality 
Including ability to: tolerate stress, 
ambiguity, use common sense, be open, 
flexible, conscientious, resourceful 
and enthusiastic (F.J.2) weak Strong OR 
C. graduates' personal maturity, adjustment 
and conmitment to the profession (F.3 - 3) weak strong OR RatIng Scale 
NOW PLEASE GIVE FOUR RATING FOR ITEM 30 OVERALL: 1 J J k 5 OR 
Meats proceed to the Intt ruct iont for PART 11 on the neat page ■ 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PART II 
P.rt II of the questionnaire ells for assessing the preparation of 
level tasks that masters deg.ee rehabilitation counselors should be 
tlve for rating preparation Is different for each respondent group 
graduates to perform on entry 
able to perform. The perspec- 
as follows: 
£r£duatc«--r«tc how well you were prepared to perform the tasks, 
opportunity to perform them. whether or not you have the 
Student* —rata how well you are being prepared to perform the tasks. 
Agency Clinical Experience Supervisors and Faculty — rate how we I I 
Education Program is preparing graduates to perform the 
the Rehabilitation-Counselor 
tasks. 
Aliening the Eight Functional Areas 
The performance tasks are sorted Into eight different functional areas. You are asked to rate 
each of these areas overall, using the 1 to 5 rating scale defined In Part I. 
Assessing the Tasks 
Within each functional area you have the opportunity to Identify those specific tasks for which 
'you think preparation is particularly strong or particularly weak. This should be done before 
rating the area overall. For those tasks you are asked to circle 
“strong" for any task for which preparation Is a particular strength of the program 
"weak" for any task for which preparation is a particular weakness of the program 
"DK" for any task you don’t know enough about to reach a Judgment 
If you regard preparation for a task as neither strong nor weak, then do not give a response to that 
task. After you have reviewed the tasks, then rate the area overall on the 1 to 5 scale provided. 
NOTE: A low rating on a particular task Is not necessarily a negative reflection on the Rehabili¬ 
tation Counselor Education Program being evaluated. Each program has different emphases. Evalua¬ 
tion by CORE considers how well the program meets its own mission and objectives. 
till 
Following these Instructions for Part II, please proceed to assess the preparation of graduates. 
Area 1:‘ Interpretation of Medical, Educational, Social, Vocational Evaluations for Individual 
Client* (F.E.I). _ 
(Listed below are the 12 tasks which make up Area I. Please circle 
"strong’,' "weak" or "DK" for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions for Part II.) 
a. determining a client's readiness for a particular 
type of counseling approach, rehabilitation ser¬ 
vice or employment weak strong DK 
evaluating client's stated need to determine If 
the service which the client Is requesting Is 
appropriate weak strong DK 
evaluating Information about a client's problems 
to determine a counseling approach that might 
help a client adapt to a setting or situation weak Strong DK 
consulting with psychologist or psychiatrist to 
clarify a report on a client In relation to 
rehabilitation planning weak strong DK 
providing Integrated medical Information to the 
cl lent weak strong DK 
L (continued on next page) 
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(Area 1 continued) 
f. seeking Information to assess the psychological 
Implications of the individual's words or 
actions as related to his/her disability 
weak strong DK 
9> assessing a client's past adjustment to the work 
world 
weak strong DK 
h. Interpreting the results of Individual 
Intel 1Igence tests 
weak strong OK 
1. Interpreting the results of personality 
Inventorles 
weak strong DK 
J. Interpreting the results of group intelligence, 
aptitude and achievement tests weak strong OK 
k. Interpreting the results of vocational interest 
Inventorles weak Strong OK 
K preparing abstracts of relevant materials to 
assist in making decisions weak Strong OK 
NOW PLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR AREA 1 OVERALL: 
Area 2: Rehabilitation Planning and Case Management for Individual Clients (F.L.2) 
(Listed below are the 19 tasks which make up .*rea 2. Please circle 
"strong", "weak" or "OK" for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions for Part II.) 
a. determining the appropriateness of service 
requested by or for a client weak strong DK 
b. deciding the adequacy of information for making 
client related decisions weak Strong DK 
c. 
determining appropriate resources available to 
Implement the rehabilitation plan weak Strong DK 
d. selecting clients to participate in a group 
counseling situation weak 
Strong DK 
a. deciding the amount of time necessary for 
counseling sessions or client's decision-making 
process 
weak Strong DK 
f. determining If a client's situation warrants 
referral to special resources weak strong DK 
9- consulting with experts In a particular field, 
prior to developing a training or educational pro¬ 
gram, to determine potential for final placement of 
the client in that field weak strong DK 
h. partIc1 pa11ng In a joint discussion with client In 
order to help arrive at a mutually acceptable re- 
habl1Itatlon plan weak strong DK 
1. negotiating an agreement on alternative services to 
be provided when a client has been refused a 
requested service weak strong DK 
J- negotiating an agreement on time and reason(s) for 
terminating rehabilitation services weak Strong DK 
(continued on next page) 
ting Scale 
2 3 *< 5 OK 
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(*!••• 2 continued) 
k. obtaining understanding about a . , 
i. 
reaching an und.rat.ndlng about the eoencv's 
™^nu.H:r‘lb,,,iUifortt-e''-"‘r‘ 
,"'orMtlon *bout tha existence, on„t. 
dliabl lit* (la*)°*Ct*d dur*tlon of * * Ilant's 
<ova loping Intermediate rahabl 11 tat Ion objectives 
for a Cllant during a convalescent period 
*?d ,uPI>ortl''* docuMntatlon 
fro« tranifarrad cata In order to carry out 
further rahabl11 tat Ion activities 
evaluating Information eW cllanf* training 
program * 
Interpretation of program rulet and procedural to 
e cllant or algnlficant othari 
revising actlva cate Pilot periodically to 
■onltor quality of cata recording 
evaluating a rahabl11 tat Ion plan with tupervltor 
to tatt tha feailblllty and probable consequences 
Of puriulng tha plan 
■ r • • i 
weak Strong Ok 
Mlk Strong Ok 
Mlk Strong Ok 
weak Strong Ok 
wuk strong Ok 
weak Strong Ok 
weak S t rong Ok 
weak Strong Ok 
*«ak 1trong Ok 
_i.. N0W H-CASE GIVE TOO* RATINC FOR AREA 2 OVERALL: 
Aroaj^tarear and Vocational Counseling for Individual Clients (F.4.J) 
i*ik‘ "h,eh j- H.«. clrcla 
strong Wak or *0k for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions for Part II.) " 
•. selecting appropriate vocational evaluation pro¬ 
cedures for a particular client 
fc. determining level and type of training or educa¬ 
tional program with a client 
C. evaluating client participation In or benefits 
being racalved from education, training or ether 
program service In ordar to Initiate or recom¬ 
mend necessary program verifications 
d. helping an employed client Identify Job adjust¬ 
ment problems and develop a course of action 
to solve them 
weak strong Ok 
week strong 6k 
weak strong Ok 
sesak strong Ok 
0. promoting a client's understanding of his/her voca¬ 
tional strengths and weaknesses; Integrating tha In¬ 
terpretation of vocational, psychological and social 
evaluative reports as necessary weak strong Ok 
f. securing Information to determine a client's voca¬ 
tional skills, aptitudes and Interests week strong Ok 
(continued on next page) 
Rating Scale 
I 2 J 4 5 Ok 
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(Are« 3 continued) 
• assisting a client regarding vocational plans 
»d»an they appear unrealistic N 
weak strong DK 
h. assessing the Impact of cultural-ethnic and socio¬ 
economic factors on client's vocational goals weak strong DK 
1. assessing the consistency of a client's vocational 
choice with evaluative Information weak strong DK 
J. advising a client regarding the need for aatuta- 
tory/aob111ty techniques or envlrorrantal adap¬ 
tations required to cope with the Job weak strong DK 
MOW RLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR AREA 3 OVERALL: 
ru 4: Personal and Social Counseling for Individual Clients (F.4.4) 
(Llstid b#1ow Arc the 21 tisks which mike up Arci k, Plctsc circle 
“strong", 'Wak" or MDKM for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions for Part II.) 
a. planning group counseling sessions and formulating 
overall objectives for the group weak Strong DK 
b. Identifying settIngs or cond11Ions most appropriate 
for Interviewing or counseling weak strong DK 
c. Identifying significant person(s) In the client's 
life who amy be helpful In resolving problems weak strong DK 
d. leading a weekly group counseling session focused 
on adjustment and/or vocational problems weak Strong DK 
a. providing adjustment counseling and facilitating 
necessary life changes in dealing with a degenera¬ 
tive dlsabl1Ity weak Strong DK 
f. maintaining a counseling relationship weak Strong DK 
I- assisting clients to a deeper understanding of 
themselves and their relationship with others weak ,Strong DK 
h. developing a facllltatlve counseling relationship weak Strong DK 
1. engaging In a actual determination on the nature 
and goals of counseling weak Strong DK 
J. c-ststlnq a client with crisis resolution weak strong DK 
k. assisting in f" ’Stating a needed change In a 
cllent^famlly relationship weak strong OK 
1. encouraging a client with a specific problem to 
taka problem-solving action weak Strong DK 
■. encouraging a client to discuss perceptions of 
•ervlces being provided weak Strong DK 
n. assisting the client to develop the ability to cope weak Strong DK 
o. facll(taring client's decision process weak Strong DK 
(continued on next page) 
Rating Scale 
1 2 3 5 OK 
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(Area It continued) 
p.. giving clients additional Information about their 
disabilities In a scheduled group Information 
sasslon(s) weak strong DK 
q- describing, with Informed consent, the effect of a 
client's disability and present needs and progress 
to parent or guardian(s) weak strong DK 
r. facilitating a client's cooperation In diagnostic 
procedures weak strong DK 
s. seeking Information to determine a client's 
conflicts, tensions and anxieties weak strong DK 
t. assisting the individual to Identify and verbalize 
need for services weak strong DK 
u. discussing placement plans with client and staff 
members of community facility to alleviate client's 
fears regarding placement at the facility weak strong DK Ait Inq Sole 
NOW PLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR AREA It OVERALL: 1 7 3 It S OK 
Area $: Job Development and Placement for Individual Clients (F.k.5) 
(Listed below are the 12 tasks which make up Area $. Please circle 
"strong", "weak" or "DK" for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions for Part II.) 
e. procure Information from the community on the exis¬ 
tence of businesses and industries weak strong DK 
b. determine the occupational classifications within 
businesses and Industries In the community weak strong DK 
C. Identify end contact employers to actively develop 
end/or Identify Job opportunities for rehabilitation 
clients weak Strong DK 
d. eveluate job activities through the use of task 
analysis Inventories and job analysis schedules to 
determine aid In Job modification and restructuring weak strong DK 
e. provide education and/or training of prospective 
employers about various disabilities and any voca¬ 
tional implications, the use of assistive devices. 
Job accommodation and facility services weak strong DK 
f. assist employers to Identify, modify and/or elimin¬ 
ate architectural, procedural and/or attltudinal 
barriers to the employment and advancement of 
disabled individuals weak Strong DK 
g. review vocational, physical and social related data 
to determine client Job readiness for competitive 
employment weak Strong DK 
teach appropriate Job seeking and retention skills, 
as needed, for competitive employment weak strong DK 
|. conduct Individual and group counseling to 
facilitate work adjustment 
(continued on next p*9e) 
weak strong DK 
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»— ■■ ? konunu«0j 
J« •fttftblffth fol Icw-up and/or follow-»lrv« 
-Ssi.nrs-“ 
'• •« l~)ulr,r with detailed In for**tIon a- 
OMl r'h*b,"‘*‘'o" •<*< the S.TvlcT >fo^r#»n» It incM^mti 
weak Strong OK 
Milk Strong OK 
itronf OK 
*0W fllAU CIVI YOUR RATING TOR AAIA $ OVIRAU: 
—** -: Coenwnlty Resources Ut I Diction (r.A.t) 
Instruction'll* for ?Ir« U.) ‘ ~COr‘",'e 
a. 
k. 
c. 
d. 
a. 
f. 
t- 
h. 
I. 
J- 
k. 
I, 
n. 
determining appropriate resource* for providing 
family services 
weak Strong DK 
conferring with liaison personnel at Other 
Coanjnlty service agencies 
weak strong 6K 
eschanglng Information with other service 
providers Involved with the client weak Strong OK 
explaining the purpose of specific progress, 
facilities or Institutions weak Strong OR 
arranging genetic counseling for a client at 
recoraendtd ky a medical professional weak Strong DR 
referring client to a school or college setting 
for necessary coursework weak Strong OK 
,,f,rrl|'9 clients to comKjnlty volunteer groups 
that provide needed resources weak Strong OR 
contacting a resource to whom a client It being 
referred to determine mutual responsibilities 
* 
weak Strong OK 
referring client to work adjustment center 
or rehabilitation facility weak Strong OK 
referring to. and assisting client to deal with, 
those agencies or Individuals that provide 
financial assistance weak Strong OK 
providing Information regarding availability 
of medical, dental or other services teeak Strong OK 
contacting liaison person (o arrange for the 
acceptance of a client ky the resource canter weak Strong OK 
arranging a learning or real 1ty-testIng exper¬ 
ience for a client in the community weak Strong DK 
determining whether rehabilitation centers or 
f»c111(lit,sheItered workshops, and other educa* 
tlonel or training sites within an art* provide 
viable occupational training 
(continued on neat M9C) 
Rat In* tea la 
l 2 ) « S Ok 
week atrong OK 
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-is- 
(Ai 'a 6 continued) 
o. 
P- 
q- 
r. 
s. 
NOW PLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR AREA 6 OVERALL: I 
Area 7: Recording and Reporting for Individual Clients (F.k.7) 
(Listed below are the five tasks which make up Area 7. Please 
"strong", "weak" or "OK" for appropriate tasks, according to 
Instructions for Part. II.) 
circle 
the 
a. developing a rehabilitation plan with a client weak strong OK 
b. preparing a summary report, detailing and synthesli 
ing individual's vocational apt 1tudes/1nterests, 
work evaluation report, intelligence, academic 
achievement, etc. weak Strong OK 
c. Informing a client of reasons for denial of 
services weak strong OK 
d. writing a summary report on a rehabilitation plan weak Strong OK 
e. maintaining a summary of Information obtained 
during visits with a client or a client’s family 
for the case record weak strong OK 
NOW PLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR AREA 7 OVERALL: 
consulting with representHives of conmunity agen¬ 
cies in order to provide expertise In relation to 
the vocational problems of the disabled 
seeking to Improve, those conditions that Impede 
the successful rehabilitation of clients with 
a specific dlsabiIity 
working with community members in developing and 
implementing programs to improve social, voca¬ 
tional, educational and employment opportunities 
for the disabled 
maintaining regular contacts and attending sche¬ 
duled meetings to promote cooperative efforts with 
representatives of other programs, halfway houses 
and community agencies that provide services to 
clients with a specific disability 
providing Information regarding agency programs to 
current and potential referral sources 
weak strong OK 
weak strong OK 
weak strong OK 
weak strong OK 
weak strong OK 
Area 8: Professional Participation and Development (F.lt.8) 
(Listed below are the 12 tasks which make up Area 8. Please c,[cl 
"strong", "weak" or "OK" for appropriate tasks, according to the 
Instructions for Part II.) 
participating In appropriate professional 
organizations 
weak Strong OK 
involvement in current Issues affecting the 
profession and/or client populations weak strong OK 
(continued on next page) 
11nq Sea Ie 
2 3 S 5 OK 
ting Scale 
12 3*5 OK 
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-16- 
- (Area 8 continued) 
c. assisting In the preparation of legislative pro- 
posals to be considered on the state, or 
possibly federal, levels weak strong DK 
d. self-InitlatIng or participating In agency- 
initiated research or evaluation projects weak Strong DK 
e. participating actively in regularly scheduled 
meetings in program area weak Strong DK 
r. learning application of agency policies and pro¬ 
cedures by reading manuals, case records and 
other materials weak strong DK 
9- reviewing agency's rules to determine requ1 rerants 
for employment and promotion weak strong DK 
h. determining methods to assess problems Involved 
In delivering services to rehabilitation clients weak Strong DK 
i . consulting with staff development specialists to 
establish and coordinate training efforts weak Strong DK 
j- disseminating Information about the program 
through community participation, speeches, corres¬ 
pondence, and the use of newspapers, articles, 
radio and TV programs weak Strong DK 
k. participating actively In training conferences 
and In-service training sessions weak Strong DK 
i. sharing information gained at training sessions 
with colleagues who did not attend weak ltrong DK 
Ratlng Scale 
NOW PLEASE GIVE YOUR RATING FOR AREA 8 OVERALL: ' 2 3 5 OK 
######/*## 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP 1 
Please seal this questionnaire and your cover letter In the 
envelope provided and return It according to the Instructions 
If you have any questions or comments about this questionnaire 
or about this evaluation procedure, please feel free to Inc ude 
them with the questionnaire. Your suggestions are welcome! 
!l 
APPENDIX C 
COMPARISON BY AREA OF EMPLOYER RATINGS OF GRADUATES' 
PERFORMANCE WITH RATINGS OF GRADUATES' PREPARATION 
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ON REHABILITATION EDUCATION ACCREDITATION EVALUATIONS 
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